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An Analysis of Descriptive Writing Tasks in A2-level Coursebooks for English and 
Italian as Foreign Languages 
 
This Master’s thesis focuses on analysing descriptive writing tasks in English and Italian 
foreign language coursebooks at the A2 CEFR level. The theoretical part of this thesis 
examines writing in general and also in the context of FL learning and teaching, delving into 
genre, register, text types, cohesion and coherence. The concept of scaffolding and writing 
frames, as well as the process of writing, and writing tasks and materials are also thoroughly 
explored. The empirical part of this thesis consists of a qualitative research, which aims at 
answering two research questions: (1) Are writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks 
more comprehensive in comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks? (2) If yes, is it 
possible to improve writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those found in English 
FL coursebooks? Additionally, the empirical part includes some examples of Italian 
descriptive writing tasks created on the basis of the results of this research. 
 
Key words: Italian as a foreign language, English as a foreign language (EFL), written 


















Un confronto tra compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in libri di testo a livello A2 di 
inglese e italiano come lingue straniere 
 
Questa tesi di laurea magistrale si concentra sul confronto tra compiti descrittivi di 
produzione scritta in libri di testo di inglese e italiano come lingue straniere a livello A2 
secondo il QCER. Il quadro teorico di questa tesi esamina lo scrivere in generale e anche nel 
contesto dell'apprendimento e dell'insegnamento LS, prendendo in considerazione il genere, il 
registro, i tipi di testi, la coesione e la coerenza. Vengono esplorati a fondo anche lo 
scaffolding e le scalette, così come il processo di scrittura e i compiti ovvero i materiali di 
produzione scritta. La parte empirica di questa tesi consiste in una ricerca qualitativa che mira 
a rispondere a due domande di ricerca: (1) I compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di 
inglese come LS sono più completi rispetto a quelli presenti nei libri di testo di italiano come 
LS? (2) Se sì, è possibile migliorare i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano 
come LS sulla base di quelli trovati nei libri di testo di inglese come LS? Inoltre, la parte 
empirica include alcuni esempi di compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in italiano creati 
basandosi sui risultati ottenuti. 
 
Parole chiave: italiano come lingua straniera, inglese come lingua straniera, produzione 















Primerjava deskriptivnih pisnih nalog v učbenikih na ravni A2 za angleščino in 
italijanščino kot tuja jezika 
 
V magistrskem delu je predstavljena primerjava deskriptivnih pisnih nalog v učbenikih za 
angleščino in italijanščino kot tuja jezika na ravni A2 po lestvici SEJO. Teoretični del 
obravnava pisanje na splošno in tudi na področju učenja in poučevanja tujih jezikov, 
predvsem kar zadeva žanr, register, vrste besedil, kohezijo in koherenco. Temeljito je 
predstavljen tudi koncept odranja (scaffolding) in opornih točk pri pisanju, poleg pisnih nalog 
in gradiv pa tudi sam postopek pisanja. Empirični del magistrskega dela je sestavljen iz 
kvalitativne raziskave, ki obravnava dve raziskovalni vprašanji: (1) Ali so pisne naloge v 
učbenikih za angleščino kot tuji jezik bolj izčrpne od tistih v učbenikih za italijanščino kot tuji 
jezik? (2) Če je odgovor pritrdilen, ali je možno izboljšati pisne naloge v učbenikih za 
italijanščino kot tuji jezik na podlagi nalog v učbenikih za angleščino kot tuji jezik? Empirični 
del vključuje poleg tega tudi nekaj primerov deskriptivnih pisnih nalog v italijanščini 
sestavljenih na podlagi rezultatov te raziskave. 
 
Ključne besede: italijanščina kot tuji jezik, angleščina kot tuji jezik, pisno sporočanje, 
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Writing is a skill that foreign language students and teachers inevitably come across on their 
way to learning and teaching language proficiency. While some learners find it easy to 
achieve and some teachers find it pleasant and fun to teach, it does seem that compared to 
other skills writing is mostly hard and unappealing for students and time-consuming for 
teachers. In addition, FL coursebooks can also affect the learners’ and teachers’ perception of 
the skill by implementing writing in many ways, giving the skill various degrees of 
prominence, and adopting different teaching techniques. 
 
When teaching Italian and making use of Italian FL coursebooks, I often noticed my 
professional need to adapt writing tasks or create new ones for me and my students, but 
adjustments in this area were almost never necessary when teaching English and following an 
English FL coursebook. The lack of comprehensiveness regarding Italian FL coursebooks is 
where the idea for this MA thesis stems from. The difference between most writing tasks 
found in English FL coursebooks and Italian FL coursebooks poses two correlated questions. 
Mainly, are the writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks more comprehensive in 
comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks? And if yes, is it possible to improve 
writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those found in English FL coursebooks? 
 
The theoretical framework of this thesis focuses on writing in general as well as on the 
writing skill in the context of FL learning and teaching. It deals with some essential areas of 
writing such as genre, cohesion and coherence, and register while also exploring the 
differences between writing, reading and speaking and delving into text types. Perhaps the 
most relevant are, however, the chapters discussing the notions of scaffolding and writing 
frames, as well as those dealing with the process of writing, and writing activities, tasks, and 
materials. The empirical part of this thesis consists of a coursebook analysis, which compares 
the descriptive writing tasks found in two English and two Italian A2 FL coursebooks, Nuovo 
espresso 2, Al dente 2, English File Elementary and New Headway Elementary. The 
descriptive writing tasks are carefully selected and grouped into four topics: describing 
yourself and other people, describing a home and its living spaces, describing a holiday, or 
writing about travel in general, as well as descriptive formal and informal email writing. 
Lastly, the empirical part also includes a possible improvement of a few Italian descriptive 
writing tasks based on the conducted research and its findings. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 What is writing? 
 
Writing is not a natural activity, literacy needs to be learned and people acquire it to different 
extents throughout their life. Writing mainly involves three major elements: a text, a reader 
and a purpose. From a young age most people are taught how to produce and arrange graphic 
symbols into words and form sentences, later on these sentences are coherently and 
cohesively sequenced into what we call a text (Byrne 1993: 1). Every text is meant to be read, 
which is why we also need a reader and a message, a purpose for writing at all. “It is by the 
organisation of our sentences into a text, […], that we are able […] to communicate 
successfully with our reader through the medium of writing” (ibid.: 2). Writing is an integral 
part of language and people “use language to communicate, to achieve purposes in particular 
situations” (Hyland 2009: 12), be it to write a job application letter, an essay at school, sign a 
birthday card or scribble a quick note to themselves. 
 
However, there is a discrepancy between writing in the real world and in the classroom. 
People’s writing skills usually develop in an academic setting, but tend to be used 
substantially less later in life. This is because language teachers often use writing as a means 
of practice and testing. Receptive skills, reading and listening, are both essential in language 
teaching and learning, but so are productive skills, writing and speaking. “Input is necessary, 
but not sufficient for learning. To transform it into intake […] it is necessary to accompany it 
to practice, i.e. output […]. Through oral and written production in the target language […], 
mental processes are translated into products” (Diadori et al. 2015: 41). By acquiring the 
writing skill people learn how to organize their thoughts, how to construct an image of and for 
the reader and how to coherently and cohesively organize their discourse (Corno 1987: 94-
95). 
 
It is also important to note that teachers can focus on either writing for learning or writing for 
writing, the first being “[…] where students write predominantly to augment their learning of 
the grammar and vocabulary of the language” (Harmer 2004: 31) and the latter helping “[…] 
students to become better writers and to learn how to write in various genres using different 
registers” (ibid.: 34). 
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As stated earlier, writing is a difficult skill to master while also being perceived as the least 
useful outside of the classroom. According to Byrne, since “[…] writing is a skill which is 
both limited in value and difficult to acquire, we should be very clear about our purpose in 
teaching it” (Byrne 1993: 6). When discussing the difficulty of writing, psychological, 
linguistic and cognitive problems need to be taken into account. Byrne states that while 
“speech is the natural and normal medium of communication for us in most circumstances”, 
writing “is essentially a solitary activity” (ibid.: 4). As for linguistic problems, speech is a 
spontaneous interaction with “a considerable range of devices at our disposal to help get our 
meaning across”, in writing “we have to compensate for the absence of these features” (ibid.). 
Lastly, cognitive problems can stem from the fact that speaking is a naturally acquired 
activity while growing up, while writing “is learned through a process of instruction” and “is 
a task which is often imposed on us” (ibid.: 5). These are some of the main reasons why 
people panic looking at a blank piece of paper when they need to start writing. 
 
The features mentioned above apply to writing in general and can be observed both in the 
mother tongue and in a second and/or foreign language. However, the difference between 
writing in L1, L2 and/or FL is a topic that still needs to be discussed further. 
 
2.2 Comparing writing in L1 and writing in L2/FL 
 
When teaching writing in a foreign language, teachers need to consider “student writing 
difficulties as evidence of a struggle to control the conversations of a new target community 
rather than as the personal failings of individual writers” (Hyland 2009: 78). Therefore, it is 
crucial to consider the students’ experience and background knowledge in order to find the 
right teaching approach. “L2 writers are likely to operate with very different schemata to first-
language writers and have very different conceptions of rhetorical patterns” (ibid.: 217). 
 
So, it largely depends on a student’s level of literacy and attitude to writing if they are able to 
transfer their skills form L1 to L2 and/or FL. “It seems that while writers proficient in their 
L1 are able to transfer strategies across to the L2 and display skills similar to those of L1 
writers, writers inexperienced in their L1 are likely to suffer similar problems to their native-
speaker counterparts” (ibid.). Overall, in an L2/FL classroom writing is probably already a 
well-known activity to most students and definitely not a skill that they need to acquire from 
scratch. Most learners are able to transfer their knowledge of letters, spelling and phonology 
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from L1 to L2/FL (Čok 1999: 118). As teachers, we “should not assume, however, that they 
are proficient at writing in their mother tongue, or that they already possess the necessary 
organisational skills for writing effectively” (Byrne 1993: 5). 
 
In addition, especially at lower levels of language proficiency, “the amount of language which 
the learners will have at their disposal for writing will be very limited” (Byrne 1993: 6). This 
can often make students feel discouraged and inadequate in expressing their ideas freely. For 
such reasons writing at lower levels should focus on activities that have already been carried 
out orally or topics that have been previously discussed in the classroom (Balboni 2008: 139). 
In L2/FL classrooms teachers also need to be familiar with the difference between real 
purpose and invented purpose writing tasks. “Real purpose tasks are precisely the ones that 
we can predict our students will probably need to perform at some stage”, while invented 
purpose tasks “are unlikely to be directly relevant to our students’ future needs” (Harmer 
2004: 40). For example, most students will never need to write a professional film review 
outside of the L2/FL classroom, but this and other similar activities can positively affect the 





It has been mentioned that one of the most important elements of writing is purpose, because 
“different purposes provoke different kinds of writing” (Harmer 2004: 15). In order for a 
piece of writing to be effective the writer has to not only choose a purpose, but also choose to 
convey it based on what the members of a discourse community would be familiar with (ibid.: 
15-16). For example, if the purpose of a writer is to write a birthday card, they should 
construct it in a way that is close to people who are celebrating a birthday. Such people know 
what a birthday card does and what is should look like, “and the writer has taken this into 
account in order to make sure they recognise what they are reading for what it is” (ibid.: 16). 
So, the reader can quickly recognise what kind of card this is “because it is typical of its kind” 
(ibid.). It is not, for example, a get well soon card or a sympathy card. These different writing 
constructions are called genres and knowing them means “understanding how different 




“Every genre has a number of features which make it different to other genres: each has a 
specific purpose, an overall structure, specific linguistic features, and is shared by members of 
the culture” (Hyland 2009: 15). It is also important to stress that not all pieces of writing 
belonging to a genre are the same (Harmer 2004: 18). Within a genre there can be multiple 
pieces of writing that belong to different sub-genres and thus “within each genre and sub-
genre we find typical text constructions” (ibid.). For example, birthday cards, Christmas and 
get well soon cards are all sub-genres of a greeting card. 
 
The notion of genre is often implemented in language teaching. In fact, there are many 
advantages of genre-based writing instruction: genres clearly show what needs to be learned, 
they provide a coherent framework, ensure that the students’ needs are being met, open the 
way to scaffolding, provide possibilities of variation, promote critical thinking, and raise 
awareness of texts (Hyland 2009: 17-18). However, it is important to remember that writing is 
still a creative skill and “over-emphasis may lead us into the genre trap” (Harmer 2004: 29). 
Teachers need to ensure a variety of exposure for each genre so that “students understand that 
the examples they read are examples rather than models” (ibid.). 
 
There are many creative writers who violate the constraints of genre on purpose, but 
following a genre “does help people to write and it helps their readers to digest what they are 
reading” (Harmer 2004: 22). After all, every text has its own construction and there has to be 
at least a basic distinction between a legal contract, a wedding invitation, a cooking recipe and 
a car manual: “For writing to be truly accessible, however, it also needs to be both cohesive 
and coherent” (ibid.). 
 
2.3.1 Cohesion and coherence 
 
Through cohesion writers are able to create a text that becomes a united whole by means of a 
variety of linguistic techniques. “The cohesive devices […] help to bind elements of a text 
together so that we know what is being referred to and how the phrases and sentences relate to 
each other” (Harmer 2004: 24). Harmer (ibid.: 22-23) also illustrates the difference between 
lexical and grammatical cohesion: for example, the former can be achieved by repetition of 




On the other hand, “[…] for a text to have coherence, it needs to have some kind of internal 
logic which the reader can follow […]” (Harmer 2004: 24). This means that the writer has to 
make sure that their purpose and line of thought are crystal clear: for example, the reader 
should be able to effortlessly follow the story in a narrative text and easily recognize the 
object of description in a descriptive piece of writing (ibid.: 25). In order to achieve this, the 
writer needs to pay attention to how they sequence information. This is also the reason why 
coherence is so important when it comes to genres and text construction. “When writers stay 




In this regard I feel that it is important to briefly address also the topic of register. “Register is 
a word used to denote the actual language that we use in a particular situation when 
communicating with a particular group of people” (Harmer 2004: 26). Of course, different 
registers can be adopted in the same genre, but more often than not, the genre will determine 
not only the register, but also the choice of topic vocabulary and the tone of a piece of writing 
(ibid.). 
 
2.4 Writing and speaking 
 
Writing and speaking are both productive skills, but a piece of writing and speech are not the 
same. It is fundamental to differentiate between writing and speaking, especially because in a 
language classroom students will often tend to transfer their speaking skills to writing. This 
can happen because people learn how to speak before they learn how to write (Corno 1987: 
32). Harmer (2004: 7-11) discusses six areas related to the differences between written and 
spoken language: time and space, the participants, the process, organisation and language, 
signs and symbols, and the final piece of writing. 
 
“Whereas spoken communication operates in the here-and-now world of immediate 
interaction, writing transcends time and space” (Harmer 2004: 7). Speaking is usually 
transitory, an immediate action and/or interaction, while writing is more permanent and 
adaptable to the reader’s speed (Byrne 1993: 3). However, Harmer (2004: 7) points out that 
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this distinction is not always absolute, especially if we take into account the transience of text 
messages and chats or the permanence of lectures. 
 
Spoken communication usually involves more than just one person; it is an activity that 
mostly involves speakers and listeners who interact with each other and exchange roles 
(Byrne 1993: 3). On the other hand, the relationship between the writer and the reader does 
not involve any reciprocal action (ibid.). Furthermore, people usually decide what to say 
based on their specific co-participants, while they often decide what to write depending on a 
general typological addressee (Harmer 2004: 7). 
 
“One of the most obvious differences between writing and speaking has to do with the 
process that writers and speakers go through” (Harmer 2004: 8). As mentioned before, speech 
is usually instant, which means that people do not have much time to prepare “between 
production and reception” (ibid.). On the other hand, writers normally go through a lengthy 
writing process in order to produce the final version of their text. Once again, Harmer points 
out that this distinction is not completely categorical, especially if we consider the simplicity 
of text messages and postcards or the preparation involved in meetings and interviews (ibid.). 
 
Another significant dissimilarity between written and spoken communication relates to 
organisation and language. Speech is often incomplete, sometimes ungrammatical, words get 
mispronounced and there can also be quite a few hesitations, pauses, redundancies and 
repetitions (Byrne 1993: 3). Writing strives to be a grammatically correct well-formed whole 
with sentences that are “expected to be carefully constructed, and linked and organised to 
form a text” (ibid.). In this context Harmer (2004: 9) also mentions lexical density, which is 
“the proportion of content words to grammatical (or function) words used”, and finds that 
“written text frequently has many more content words than grammatical words”. 
 
“Both writing and speaking have their own signs, symbols, and devices to make 
communication more effective” (Harmer 2004: 10). Speech is full of paralinguistic devices 
that can help convey meaning, for example stress, intonation, pitch, speed and body language 
(Byrne 1993: 3). In addition, speaking “takes place in a context, which often makes references 
clear (e.g. ‘that thing over there’)” (ibid.). “Because writers have fewer paralinguistic devices 
[…], there is a need to be absolutely clear and unambiguous” (Harmer 2004: 10). Since 
paralinguistic devices such as facial expressions, body movements and gestures have no 
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impact on writing, writers resort to punctuation, capitals and underlining in order to clarify 
and emphasize the context (Byrne 1993: 3). 
 
Lastly, Harmer (2004: 11) considers oral communication to be a work in progress, while 
writing, on the other hand, usually equals a finished product. Speech can be considered a 
work in progress because it is often followed by immediate feedback, for example questions, 
comments or facial expressions (Byrne 1993: 3), which means that people can change what 
they want to say and how they want to say it at any given moment. This is also why most 
people tolerate errors and mistakes when engaging in oral communication, but are more 
disapproving of them when it comes to writing (Harmer 2004: 11). With writing having no 
immediate feedback and being seen as a finished product, writers try to predict the reader’s 
reactions and follow language conventions (Byrne 1993: 3). 
 
Teachers should keep these differences in mind, mostly because students are not usually 
aware of the whole range of linguistic contrasts between writing and speaking. “Learning how 
to achieve this shift in emphasis can be a major challenge for learners – especially for those 
whose main reason for engaging in language learning has been spoken fluency” (Tribble 
2010: 159). 
 
2.5 Writing and reading 
 
Of all the skills, writing depends on reading the most. Writing and reading are closely 
intertwined because a textual input can provide a variety of language models, examples of 
language use, genre and text type, as well as sociolinguistic and pragmatic variables; a text 
can also transmit information and stimulate discussion, reflection and practice along with 
metalinguistic and metacultural awareness (Diadori et al. 2015: 295). In fact, reading a text is 
often the basis for language production (ibid.). 
 
If teachers want students to produce a certain piece of writing, reading some examples of it 
can be extremely beneficial. Harmer (2004: 28) suggests that by reading a specific text, 
students can analyse it and observe, for example, genre elements, language use, features of 
layout and text construction, and examples of cohesive language. For instance, if a teacher 
wants the students to write a postcard, some time should be devoted to reading a few 
examples of this genre. Students will then be able to recognize the structure and purpose of 
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such texts and choose the language they want to use accordingly, as well as know where and 
how to write the recipient’s address and what to include in the overall content of the message. 
 
However, Harmer (2004: 29) points out that “at lower levels (e.g. beginners and elementary), 
we may not be able to expect that students can analyse complete texts and then go on to write 
imitations of them”. In such cases it is suggested that teachers make use of parallel writing, 
which involves discussing a specific paragraph together with the students and encouraging 
them to write similar ones using the same construction and vocabulary (ibid.). 
 
“In other words, where students are asked to write within a specific genre, a prerequisite for 
their successful completion of the task will be to read and analyse texts written within that 
same genre” (Harmer 2004: 29). The correlation between writing and reading is a crucial part 
of skill integration. It is important to not only integrate, but also try to sequence the skills in a 
realistic and natural way (Byrne 1993: 99). For example, this could mean an activity that 
involves reading an advertisement for a new product and deciding to buy it, later discussing it 
with a friend, and then deciding to write a review about it. Doing this and other similar 
activities in the classroom moves the learners closer to the use of language skills in real life 
and may often be a huge motivating factor for some them. 
 
2.6 Writing motivation 
 
As previously stated, writing is a demanding and complex skill to master for most learners. 
Unfortunately, its difficulty and lengthiness can often negatively impact students’ motivation. 
Learners react to writing in various ways; they can like or dislike writing situations and tasks, 
experience different feelings while writing, have contrasting beliefs about their writing 
abilities, hold positive or negative opinions on the value of writing, and have completely 
different personal writing goals (Abdel Latif 2019: 1). This is why “motivation plays an 
important role in shaping learners’ writing experiences and performance” and, if increased, 
can make writing situations more enjoyable and productive, while avoiding anxiety and 
procrastination (ibid.). 
 
“Due to the influential role of motivation in writing, attention should be paid to motivating 
students to write and/or helping them to overcome negative writing affect” (Abdel Latif 2019: 
2). In order to increase writing motivation, build confidence and enthusiasm, it is crucial to 
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make students feel comfortable as writers by choosing the most appropriate writing tasks and 
activities, providing enough information, language and ideas as well as encouraging them to 
rely on writing patterns and schemes (Harmer 2004: 61-63). 
 
To build the writing habit, writing tasks and activities should be suitable for the goals and 
needs of the whole classroom, relevant, useful, diverse and/or at least intellectually and 
emotionally engaging (Harmer 2004: 61-62). Students also need to get enough information 
about the tasks and activities in order to have every possibility of completing them 
successfully (ibid.). Similarly, if necessary, learners should also be provided with help for 
language and ideas, such as phrase or word suggestion and general idea stimulation (ibid.: 
63). 
 
Lastly, another great way of positively affecting motivation is to provide writing patters and 
schemes for the students to follow. Harmer (2004: 63) points out that adhering too closely to 
these patterns and schemes could potentially make tasks and activities less creative, but at 
least such frames offer the writers a firm and reliable support. “It is often easier to write when 
constrained than it is when there is nothing in front of you except for a blank piece of paper or 
a blank screen” (ibid.). 
 
2.7 Scaffolding and writing frames 
 
From the last aspects of writing that have been previously discussed, a correlation can be 
drawn between reading a text and writing motivation. Reading a text can not only provide the 
framework for writing practice, but also increase students’ writing motivation through 
meaningful and purposeful activities, for example completing or combining sentences, 
rearranging or constructing paragraphs (Byrne 1993: 25)… These exemplar texts should be 
carefully selected, because they need to be different enough from the main writing 
assignment, but at the same time they need to be able to provide a clear writing frame of the 
genre that is being taught (Tribble 2010: 167). The main goal is that “[…] learners gain an 
understanding of how texts are constructed in the genre that they are writing toward” (ibid.). 
 
Corno (1987: 57, 71) goes even further, stating that reading comprehension and written 
production are basically two sides of the same coin because the ability to cohesively and 
coherently organise the information in a piece of writing greatly depends on the learner’s 
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ability to process information in the first place. Similarly, White (1995: 3) points out the 
notion that “writing without inhibition, while usefully overcoming reluctance or difficulty, 
will probably result in a somewhat incoherent draft, and this is where learning to organize and 
shape ideas and text becomes important”. Consequently, using scaffolding and writing frames 
becomes a valid argument in language teaching. 
 
Teachers usually use scaffolding when they want to provide support while introducing a new 
skill; this support then gradually decreases as students become more and more familiar with 
the skill (Hyland 2009: 118). In addition, scaffolding can also increase students’ motivation 
(Kamil 2017: 189). However, this relationship needs to be carefully balanced because the 
given support should never make writing too easy and boring or too difficult and impossible 
to complete. Kamil (ibid.: 190) presents a few different types of scaffolding, for example 
activating students’ background knowledge, contextualizing a topic, inviting students’ 
participation, offering explanations, verifying and clarifying understanding… 
 
Writing frames are also forms of scaffolding, they “consist of outlines, which can be used to 
scaffold learner’s writing by setting out a sequence of cohesive ties to which the writer 
supplies the content” (Hyland 2009: 119). By offering a clear and stable structure, writing 
frames provide guidance for students and enable them to pay more attention to what they 
want to communicate to the reader, rather than worrying about the form (ibid.). 
 
Hyland (2009: 120) lists quite a few advantages of writing frames in language teaching, for 
instance, the fact that they provide examples of how to begin, end and connect sentences, help 
with maintaining a cohesive and coherent structure as well as the main features of a text, 
while often presenting a variety of writing techniques. In addition, writing frames make it 
easier for students to review and revise a text and reorder information, they can also improve 
self-esteem and motivation and provide something to hold on to on an otherwise blank sheet 
of paper (ibid.). 
 
However, it can be argued that the implementation of scaffolding and writing frames could 
potentially hinder self-sufficiency and creativity, but this still does not make the approach 
useless and damaging to learners. In the end, it is up to the teacher to find the right balance, as 
“[…] guidance need not – indeed should not – imply tight control over what the learners 
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write” (Byrne 1993: 26). Language teachers should provide continued support, but also never 
forget to encourage independence, free expression and critical thinking (ibid.). 
 
Moreover, writing frames can be adapted to almost any circumstance and tailored to suit the 
genre, the process and the purpose of writing, as well as the learners’ proficiency, needs and 
goals (Hyland 2009: 120). For example, teachers can make use of parallel writing, which 
essentially makes learners follow a written model (Harmer 2004: 55). Parallel writing at the 
elementary level can be used to practise sentence production, paragraph construction and even 
free text construction (ibid.: 55-59). For sentence production learners observe a model 
sentence and then write their own similar sentences using new information (ibid.: 55). For 
paragraph construction students basically perform a substitution drill as they write their own 
paragraphs using new vocabulary within a set pattern (ibid.: 57). Lastly, for free text 
construction learners can choose how much they want to stick to the original model or how 
much they want to be creative as they answer some relevant questions that help them write 
their own texts (ibid.: 59-60). 
 
With time and practice students should become more and more familiar with the writing 
process and should need to rely on scaffolding and writing frames “[…] less and less as their 
confidence in writing and their competence in writing target genres grows” (Hyland 2009: 
122). 
 
2.8 The writing process: product-oriented writing 
 
According to Kroll (1990, in Mehr 2017: 158-159), there are two main approaches to the 
teaching of writing: the product-based approach and the process-based approach. Blackmore-
Squires (2010, in Javadi-Safa 2018: 18) explains that product-oriented writing mainly focuses 
on the final product and its evaluation, while process-oriented writing mainly focuses on the 
way this final product is made and the development of the skills that are necessary to make it. 
 
Writing in response to a text means following the product-based approach (Kroll 1990, in 
Mehr 2017: 158). There are four main steps in product-oriented writing: presenting a model 
text, analysing and discussing it, writing a parallel text based on the model, and correcting the 
new piece of writing (ibid.: 159). From these stages it becomes clear that product-oriented 
writing in quite linear. It clearly stresses the importance of the final product and does not 
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focus on production strategies, techniques and processes (ibid.). In this case students follow a 
fixed pattern and are mostly concerned with writing accuracy rather than fluency (Mehr 2017: 
159). 
 
However, because of the complexity and variety of writing, it is not enough to focus solely on 
a student’s final written product, but also on the process that has led to its production 
(Troncarelli 2017: 5). 
 
2.9 The writing process: process-oriented writing 
 
Due to the complexity of writing, people will rarely just sit down, take a pen and produce a 
complete piece of writing out of thin air. In fact, even an action as simple as writing a 
shopping list takes time. First, we need to plan ahead and think about what we want to buy, 
then we write these items down, cross some out, add a few and maybe even group them into 
categories before we produce the final version of the list (Harmer 2004: 4). This is all part of 
the writing process, “the stages a writer goes through in order to produce something in its 
final written form” (ibid.). The writing process consists of four main stages: planning, 
drafting, editing and the final version (ibid.: 4-5). Of course, sometimes the process can 
change a little and adapt to the content, the type and the medium of writing (ibid.: 4). 
 
The planning stage usually begins by gathering, selecting and shaping ideas related to a topic. 
After that, writers have to take into account the purpose, the intended audience and the 
content structure of their piece of writing because these three factors influence the text type, 
the language and the sequence of information (Harmer 2004: 4-5). Placing the ideas in a 
writing frame, a flowchart or simply a logical structure, provides the basis for a cohesive and 
coherent whole (Balboni 2014: 139). Writers are now ready to physically start writing. 
 
Drafting means producing the first version of a written piece (Harmer 2004: 5). Sometimes 
this can already be the finished product, but more often than not, at least one more draft will 
be written and edited before the writer settles on a final version (ibid.). 
 
The third stage of the writing process is editing. “Once writers have produced a draft they 
then, usually, read through what they have written to see where it works and where it doesn’t” 
(Harmer 2004: 5). Writers can reflect and revise on their own, but they can also ask for 
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someone else’s opinion, for example an editor, a teacher or simply a friend (ibid.). Editing 
often involves checking vocabulary and grammar, but also assessing the overall meaning and 
structure of the piece and making sure that the information is clearly presented to the reader 
(ibid.). 
 
To summarize, the first stage revolves around what the writer wants to say and how they want 
to say it, the second stage relies on execution and the third stage transforms the writer into a 
critical reader (Corno 1987: 116). Ultimately, the last stage of the writing process concludes 
with the final version. This version may be very similar to the first draft or almost completely 
different from it (Harmer 2004: 5), but is nevertheless finally ready to be read as a finished 
product. 
 
At first glance, the writing process may seem quite linear as it gradually moves from one 
stage to the other. However, Harmer (2004: 5-6) points out that this is misleading; the process 
of writing is actually recursive because most writers plan, draft, edit and re-plan, re-draft, re-
edit their work before settling on the final version. To illustrate this notion, he (ibid.: 6) 
presents the process wheel, which “[…] shows the many directions that writers can take, 




Figure 1. The process wheel (Harmer 2004: 6) 
 
The importance of recursion and the amount of attention given to each stage of the process 
largely depend on the purpose, the audience, the content, the length and the medium of 
writing (Harmer 2004: 6). 
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2.10 The writing process: in the classroom 
 
According to the aforementioned topics, it can be argued that the writing process should not 
be disregarded in the language classroom. Tribble (2010: 162) encourages teachers to 
recognize students’ writing needs and lists writing process knowledge, i.e. “knowledge of the 
most appropriate way of approaching the writing task”, as one of such needs along with 
content, context and language system knowledge. In addition, Tribble (ibid.: 163) also 
stresses that language teachers need to provide writing input which will give students a reason 
to develop writing process skills, for example prewriting, drafting and editing. 
 
Focusing on the process of writing in the language classroom can be done in a number of 
different ways. Teachers can make use of brainstorming to help generate ideas or use guided 
tasks to encourage planning (Harmer 2004: 11). These and other similar activities and tasks 
can not only stimulate learners to think about the content and structure of their piece of 
writing, but also about its purpose and audience before even beginning to write (ibid.). It is 
also encouraged that students draft, reflect on their work and revise their piece of writing, all 
the while the role of the teacher in responding to it is not to be underestimated (ibid.). 
 
Tribble (2010: 164) utilizes Feez’s teaching-learning cycle to propose a framework in which 
writing and its materials can be developed. The framework supports the learners as they 
develop their content, context, language system and writing process knowledge and it follows 
five stages: building the context, modelling and reconstructing the text, joint construction of 
the text, independent construction of the text, and linking related texts (ibid.: 166-175). 
 
To build the context, teaches need to bring to the classroom interesting and thought-
provoking resources as input; these will usually be in the form of texts, but also pictures, 
videos, or other realia (Tribble 2010: 166). In the modelling and reconstructing phase learners 
are exposed to exemplar texts in order to understand how they are constructed in the target 
genre (ibid.: 167). By completing tasks and activities such as sorting the paragraphs, students 
can familiarize with the organization of a text in a specific genre (ibid.: 168). Then, in the 
joint and/or independent construction of the text phase, students write their own texts together 
and/or individually while also engaging in revision and editing (ibid.: 171). In the last phase, 
i.e. the linking related texts phase, students strengthen their knowledge of the target genre by 
identifying shared or contrasting features between texts (ibid.: 173-174). 
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Nevertheless, it has to be acknowledged that blindly adhering to just one approach may have a 
negative effect on the language classroom. For instance, Harmer (2004: 12) points out that 
“process writing may not be the answer in every learning situation” as it can lead into the 
process trap if over-emphasised. Of course, recursion and guidance through every stage of the 
process can be motivating and highly productive. Experiencing “some measure of success in 
the supportive learning environment of the classroom” can be beneficial especially for weak 
learners (Hedge 2005: 13). However, most teachers know that time management is of the 
essence in teaching, especially when following a strict and time-limited syllabus. Over-
planning, over-drafting and over-editing can take up too much time and sometimes also 
hinder spontaneity and creativity (Harmer 2004: 12). In addition, Blackmore-Squires (2010, 
in Javadi-Safa 2018: 19) points out that the advantages of process-oriented writing are mainly 
based on studies with L1 writers, so there may be variables in L2/FL classrooms. Process-
oriented writing “has its limitations and cannot be seen as answering the needs of all types of 
student” (Tribble 1996: 44). But, on the other hand, product-oriented writing can easily 
become too concerned with accuracy and evaluation. 
 
However, it has to be noted that the two approaches are not mutually exclusive as they do 
often overlap in certain areas. In fact, both product-oriented and process-oriented writing still 
involve a series of steps that need to be taken in order to produce a finished piece of writing, 
for example attention to language and text construction (Harmer 2004: 11). In the end, it is up 
to the teacher to find the right balance, consider every aspect of the process of writing and 
decide how and to what extent its implementation will benefit the learners. All in all, students 
have to understand that “[…] in the world outside the classroom, each text has a job to do, 
and that each job requires the effective exploitation of different linguistic resources” (Tribble 
2010: 161). 
 
2.11 Writing feedback 
 
As it has been briefly mentioned earlier, writing is a time-consuming activity for both 
students and teachers. It can take up quite a lot of time and effort to produce a piece of 
writing, but also to efficiently and effectively correct it. This is why Balboni (2014: 143) 
remarks that it is better to entirely avoid written assignments than make students hand them in 
without ever giving feedback. In addition, he (ibid.: 142) also encourages teachers to consider 
the implications of the delay that occurs between written production and the teacher’s 
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response to it. Unlike during and/or after oral production, feedback on written production is 
not immediate and can thus be less effective (ibid.). Moreover, it can even be more stressful 
for learners since writing is permanent and a written work can be thoroughly read and reread 
until the very last imperfection is spotted (Byrne 1993: 124). 
 
It is crucial for teachers to acknowledge that accuracy is not the main element in writing and 
that “effective expression is not the same as accurate expression” (Byrne 1993: 123). A piece 
of writing can have numerous errors and mistakes, but this does not necessarily imply that the 
writer’s communicative purpose has not been achieved (ibid.: 123-124). However, this does 
not mean that all errors and mistakes should be completely disregarded. It is important that 
teachers recognize them and address them properly, either by correcting them themselves or 
getting learners to correct them on their own (ibid.). Byrne (ibid.: 124) stresses especially the 
importance of the latter, because eventually students “will have to examine, evaluate and 
improve their own work […]”. Also, correction is a way of showing students if they are 
making progress or not, even though it should not be forgotten that alongside negative 
feedback also positive feedback is highly encouraged (ibid.). 
 
Tribble (1997, in Harmer 2004: 109) highlights the various roles that the teacher can assume 
in the classroom while giving writing feedback. First and foremost, students usually expect an 
objective evaluation from their teacher and see him or her as the examiner because, after all, 
most written assignments at school are graded (ibid.). However, by responding to the 
learners’ content and ideas as just a reader, the teacher can also take on the role of the 
audience (ibid.). In addition, while helping, providing guidance and monitoring, the teacher 
can also adopt the roles of an assistant, a resource, an evaluator, or even an editor (ibid.). 
Unfortunately, students mostly tend to perceive their teacher as the examiner and usually 
stress about evaluation when completing their written assignments. Tribble (ibid.) reminds 
teachers that taking on solely the role of the examiner could potentially have a negative effect 
on the development of the writing skill, so it is important to clearly show students also the 
other roles a teacher can fulfil while giving writing feedback. 
 
Besides the many roles the teacher can assume, there are also a variety of ways of giving 
feedback. “The ways we react to students’ work will depend not only on the kind of task the 
students are given, but also on what we want to achieve at any one point” (Harmer 2004: 
108). Harmer (ibid.) divides these reactions into two categories: responding and correcting. 
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Essentially, responding to a piece of writing means making suggestions for improvement not 
only in terms of accuracy, but also in terms of content and design (ibid.: 123-124). On the 
other hand, correcting a piece of writing means indicating its errors and mistakes and 
evaluating the final product (ibid.). In most cases the teacher responds to and corrects 
students’ writing, but sometimes also peer review can be a useful tool in improving the 
writing skill (ibid.). 
 
Nevertheless, when it comes to writing feedback, the most important principle to remember is 
that “responding to students’ work – and correcting it – only becomes useful if the students 
can do something with this feedback” (Harmer 2004: 109). Positive and/or negative feedback 
should serve as motivation for further improvement, students need to understand their errors 
and mistakes and know how to correct them (ibid.). So, even though feedback in itself is 
important, it is also crucial to follow up on it and make sure that the students act on it. Other 
than intensive correction, Harmer (ibid.: 110-117) lists a few other ways of correcting and 
also responding to students’ writing. For example, teachers can use marking scales, correction 
symbols, and reformulation, refer learners to a dictionary or a grammar book, respond to 
work-in-progress or by written comment, and also train students to self-correct (ibid.). 
 
Of course, in the end, it is the teacher who decides based on their experiences which way of 
correcting and responding to a piece of writing is the most suitable for the needs and goals of 
the students. 
 
2.12 Text types 
 
The importance of purpose and genre in writing has been clearly stated. So, now it is 
necessary to delve also into text types and their communicative purposes. 
 
Every piece of writing always has a purpose and usually belongs to a specific genre. For 
example, the purpose of an essay could be to inform or persuade the reader. This is why, 
especially in the field of language didactics, the most common way of classifying texts 




In line with its purpose, a piece of writing can conform to one of the five main text types that 
are discussed in this chapter (Garajová 2014: 106). However, first it needs to be pointed out 
that in practice a single piece of writing usually integrates multiple text types, but is actually 
classified according to the most prominent one (ibid.). In this categorization Dardano et al. 
(1985, in Garajová 2014: 106-107) recognize five main writing purposes: telling a story, 
describing something or someone, supporting a thesis, providing information, and imposing 
regulations. These purposes correspond to five text types: narrative, descriptive, 
argumentative, expository, and directive (ibid.). 
 
Narrative texts tell a true or invented story, an event or a series of events that take place over 
time; they also recount the characters’ actions and behaviour (Garajová 2014: 107). This text 
type is prominent in novels, biographies and autobiographies, fairy tales, travelogues and 
similar pieces of writing (ibid.: 106). Descriptive texts represent and characterize people, 
objects, places, actions, feelings and sensations (ibid.: 108). For example, this could look like 
the description of a house, a family or a person’s likes and dislikes. Essays and research 
papers are examples of argumentative texts because they discuss a problem, express an 
opinion, and try to persuade the reader by presenting well-founded arguments for or against a 
thesis (ibid.: 110). The main purpose of expository texts is to transmit information in a 
straightforward and orderly manner (ibid.: 112). Schedules, notifications and the like are 
some examples of this text type (ibid.: 107). Lastly, directive texts such as laws and 
regulations formulate rules and give orders, instructions and advice (ibid.: 114). 
 
As it has been mentioned before, very often a piece of writing encompasses more than one 
text type. For instance, a novel is generally a narrative text, but it could also contain passages 
that can be considered descriptive (Corno 1987: 39). In order to classify such texts, it is 
advised that we identify their most prominent or dominant communicative purpose (ibid.). In 
addition, this classification into text types is very common in language teaching and learning 
because it evenly distributes the development of the writing skill across levels from simple to 
complex (ibid.: 43). Therefore, for example, at lower levels learners are asked to describe 
their family (a description) or write about their day (a narrative text type), while at higher 
levels they usually focus on stories (often a narrative-descriptive combination) and on 




2.12.1 Text types: descriptive texts 
 
Since this MA thesis focuses on descriptive writing tasks, I want to explore the descriptive 
text type in more detail. As it has been stated above, the main purpose of descriptive texts is 
to describe people, objects, places, but also actions, feelings and sensations (Garajová 2014: 
108). To exemplify, I have included two excerpts from two FL coursebooks. The first one is 
an excerpt in English from Inside the White House, a text describing the White House in New 
Headway Elementary: 
 
First built in 1800, the White House is where the President of the United States governs a 
country of 50 states and 304 million people. He lives with his family on the second and third 
floors. There are 16 bedrooms, a living room, a kitchen, and a dining room. Special guests stay 
in the Queen’s Bedroom or the Lincoln Bedroom. In the West Wing are the staff offices. The 
President’s own office, the Oval Office, is also there. It has three large windows behind the 
President’s desk, and there is a fireplace at the other end. Each new president chooses new 
curtains, new furniture, and a special new carpet. There are pictures of old presidents on the 
wall, and there is the famous desk, a gift form the British Queen Victoria in 1880. 
 
(Soars and Soars 2011: 34) 
 
The second one is an excerpt in Italian, also A2 level, from Idee casa, a text describing 
container houses in Al dente 2: 
 
Un trilocale di circa 100 metri quadrati in cui la zona giorno e la zona notte sono separate da 
un corridoio. Nella zona giorno ci sono il salotto e la cucina in un unico spazio. Nel salotto, al 
lato del divano, c’è una grande libreria. Nella zona notte, a destra in fondo al corridoio, c’è una 
camera matrimoniale. I due bagni, uno con doccia e uno con vasca, sono tra la camera 
matrimoniale e la camera singola. Le ampie finestre rendono la casa molto luminosa. 
 
(Birello et al. 2017: 38) 
 
From these two extracts it can be observed that the descriptive text type strongly emphasizes 
spatial dimensions, especially through prepositions, adverbs and adverbial phrases (Garajová 
2014: 108). In the two excerpts these are, for example: in 1800, behind the President’s desk, 
at the other end, al lato del divano, a destra, in fondo al corridoio… In this case, both texts are 
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about houses that actually exist, but a descriptive text could describe an imaginary house as 
well. Garajová (ibid.) states that in this text type who or what is being described can always 
be either real or invented. 
 
In addition, the descriptive text type can be organized in a variety of ways: from the nearest to 
the furthest element, from right to left, from general to specific (Garajová 2014: 109)… For 
instance, both exemplar texts are organized according to information that moves from general 
to specific. The first excerpt provides some general information about the White House, lists 
the rooms and then describes the furniture. Similarly, the second excerpt gives some general 
information about the size and layout of the container house, then lists the rooms and 
describes the furniture. 
 
Furthermore, a descriptive text can follow a synthetic or an analytical approach; the former 
focuses on essential elements, the latter on every detail (Garajová 2014: 109). The description 
can be objective, containing neutral language or technical terminology, or it can be subjective, 
involving positive or negative personal opinions (ibid.). For example, the two descriptive 
excerpts from Inside the White House and Idee casa both follow a synthetic approach and are 
quite objective. However, Garajová (ibid.) points out that the distinction between objective 
and subjective descriptive texts could be misleading because the very act of describing 
involves a person’s point of view, which can hardly be one hundred per cent objective. 
 
Focusing on grammar, namely the use of verbs and tenses, Garajová (2014: 109) states that 
the descriptive text type commonly includes multiple examples of durative verbs and tenses, 
such as the present simple. In the two examples these are, for instance: he lives, there are, it 
has, ci sono, c’è, rendono… In addition, now focusing on vocabulary, in descriptive texts 
nominal elements are usually more prevalent than verbal elements (ibid.). This can be 
observed in the exemplar texts too since there are roughly twenty verbal elements in both of 
them combined, but more than seventy nominal elements altogether. 
 
Because of these characteristics the descriptive text type is usually appropriate and often 
present at lower proficiency levels in the FL classroom. However, it has to be mentioned that 
outside of the language classroom this text type in rarely found completely on its own 
(Garajová 2014: 109). In reality, as it has been previously discussed, a written work usually 





The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, 
assessment (CEFR, Council of Europe 2001) and its Companion Volume with New 
Descriptors (CEFR, Council of Europe 2018) present a comprehensive description of 
competences and strategies to achieve language proficiency. To complete a task language 
students need to combine their general competences, for example their knowledge of the 
world, with communicative language competences and communicative language strategies 
(CEFR 2018: 29). In addition, both works also include six common reference levels (A1, A2, 
B1, B2, C1, C2) characterized by illustrative/‘can do’ descriptors. Each level is defined by 
“what the users/learners need to be able to do in the language” (ibid.: 26). So, a learner can 
progress from being a basic user (A1, A1) to an independent user (B1, B2) and to a proficient 
user (C1, C2) in each category describing reception, production, interaction and mediation 
(ibid.: 34). However, the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001) and its Companion Volume (CEFR, 
Council of Europe 2018) are not absolute. Balboni (2014: 47) stresses that these levels and 
descriptors can obviously be useful and necessary, but they can also be temporary and 
variable and thus should not be considered sacred. 
 
Because of the nature of this thesis, I consider it necessary to briefly discuss pragmatic 
competence before focusing on the A2 proficiency level and its descriptors for written 
production. 
 
3.1 CEFR: pragmatic competence 
 
In language use, communicative language competences (linguistic competence, 
sociolinguistic competence and pragmatic competence) are always intertwined (CEFR 2018: 
130). Linguistic competence includes general linguistic range, vocabulary range, grammatical 
accuracy, vocabulary control, phonological control and orthographic control, sociolinguistic 
competence deals with sociolinguistic appropriateness (e.g. politeness and register), and 
pragmatic competence includes flexibility, turntaking, thematic development, coherence and 




Since topics such as coherence and cohesion have been frequently mentioned in this thesis, I 
want to focus on some aspects of pragmatic competence in more detail, especially regarding 
the A2 level. While linguistic competence involves the correct use of language and its system, 
pragmatic competence mostly deals with the use of language in the construction of text 
(CEFR 2018: 138). Pragmatic competence is subsequently divided into discourse, functional 
and design competence (ibid.). These three competences are closely related to everything that 
has been discussed about writing so far. According to the CEFR (ibid.), within discourse 
competence the learner knows how to organise, structure and arrange texts, within functional 
competence which ones to use to preform communicative functions and within design 
competence how to sequence messages according to interactional and transactional schemata. 
 
In this chapter I present the descriptors for the A2 proficiency level for flexibility, thematic 
development, coherence and cohesion, and propositional precision, leaving out turntaking and 
spoken fluency because they are not relevant to written production. Flexibility means being 
able to adapt language to new situations and in different ways by recombining, adapting and 
reformulating learnt elements (CEFR 2018: 139). The descriptors for flexibility at the A2 
level are as follows: 
• “Can adapt well-rehearsed memorised simple phrases to particular circumstances 
through limited lexical substitution.” 
• “Can expand learned phrases through simple recombinations of their elements” (ibid.). 
For example, in the context of descriptive FL writing this would mean that students are able 
to describe not only their family, but also a friend’s or a celebrity’s family. 
 
Thematic development is about learners being able to logically present their ideas and relate 
them to each other, for example telling a story at lower levels or developing and argument at 
higher levels (CEFR 2018: 141). The descriptors for thematic development at the A2 level are 
as follows: 
• “Can tell a story or describe something in a simple list of points.” 
• “Can give an example of something in a very simple text using ‘like’ or ‘for 
example’” (ibid.). 
This can be clearly observed by referring back to the two excerpts from Inside the White 
House and Idee casa. Both descriptive texts contain multiple examples of simple lists of 
points, such as “there are 16 bedrooms, a living room, a kitchen, and a dining room” (Soars 
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and Soars 2011: 34) and “nella zona giorno ci sono il salotto e la cucina” (Birello et al. 2017: 
38). 
 
Coherence and cohesion have been already thoroughly explained and discussed being one of 
the key ingredients for a text to become a whole. They are obviously important at the level of 
the complete text, but should not be disregarded also at sentence and paragraph level (CEFR 
2018: 142). The descriptors for coherence and cohesion at the A2 level are as follows: 
• “Can use the most frequently occurring connectors to link simple sentences in order to 
tell a story or describe something as a simple list of points.” 
• “Can link groups of words with simple connectors like ‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘because’” 
(ibid.). 
Again, the two excerpts from Inside the White House and Idee casa clearly show a few 
instances of coherence and cohesion: a kitchen, and a dining room, the Queen’s Bedroom or 
the Lincoln Bedroom, il salotto e la cucina, uno con doccia e uno con vasca… 
 
Lastly, propositional precision means that students are able to express themselves clearly 
(CEFR 2018: 143). The descriptor for propositional precision at the A2 level is as follows: 
• “Can communicate what he/she wants to say in a simple and direct exchange of 
limited information on familiar and routine matters, but in other situations he/she 
generally has to compromise the message” (ibid.). 
In writing this could look like one’s simple and direct description of their most recent holiday. 
 
3.2 CEFR: written production 
 
According to the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001) and its Companion Volume (CEFR, 
Council of Europe 2018), there are four communicative language activities and strategies: 
reception (listening and reading comprehension, audio-visual reception), production (spoken 
and written), interaction (spoken, written and online) and mediation (mediating texts, 
concepts and communication). Due to the nature of this MA thesis, in this and the following 
chapters I focus especially on written production, written interaction and text mediation for 
the A2 level descriptors, while also giving more attention to the descriptive text type. The 
descriptors for overall written production at the A2 level are as follows: 
• “Can give information in writing about matters of personal relevance (e.g. likes and 
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dislikes, family, pets) using simple words and basic expressions.” 
• “Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences” (CEFR 2018: 75). 
This is also why the descriptive text type is the most suitable and common at the A2 level, 
which can be observed also in the descriptors for creative writing. 
 
According to the CEFR (2018: 75-76), creative writing implicates descriptive and narrative 
text types and “involves personal, imaginative expression”. It depends on the common 
reference level, but it can include simple everyday information or engaging stories, simple 
words and phrases or well-structured texts, as well as basic vocabulary or even genre-
appropriate style (ibid.: 76). The descriptors for creative writing at the A2 level are as 
follows: 
• “Can write about everyday aspects of his/her environment e.g. people, places, a job or 
study experience in linked sentences.” 
• “Can write very short, basic descriptions of events, past activities and personal 
experiences.” 
• “Can tell a simple story (e.g. about events on a holiday or about life in the distant 
future).” 
• “Can write a series of simple phrases and sentences about their family, living 
conditions, educational background, present or most recent job.” 
• “Can write short, simple imaginary biographies and simple poems about people.” 
• “Can write diary entries that describe activities (e.g. daily routine, outings, sports, 
hobbies), people and places, using basic, concrete vocabulary and simple phrases and 
sentences with simple connectives like ‘and,’ ‘but’ and ‘because’.” 
• “Can write an introduction to a story or continue a story, provided he/she can consult a 
dictionary and references (e.g. tables of verb tenses in a course book)” (ibid.). 
 
Written reports and essays are mostly concerned with the argumentative text type. They cover 
“more formal types of transactional and evaluative writing” (CEFR 2018: 77). Again, it 
depends on the common reference level, but this category can include routine factual 
information or complex academic and professional topics, short reports and posters, as well as 
intricate essays or articles (ibid.). The argumentative text type is not very common at lower 
levels, but there are nonetheless a few descriptors related to it at the A2 level: 
• “Can write simple texts on familiar subjects of interest, linking sentences with 
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connectors like ‘and,’ ‘because,’ or ‘then.’” 
• “Can give his/her impressions and opinions in writing about topics of personal interest 
(e.g. lifestyles and culture, stories), using basic everyday vocabulary and expressions” 
(ibid.). 
I decided to include these descriptors in my thesis because even though they are not directly 
related to the descriptive text type it has been pointed out that a single piece of writing can 
have features of different text types. For example, a learner writing about free time and 
hobbies is very likely to not only describe their leisure activities and interests, but also 
express their likes and dislikes, perhaps even reasons, conditions and/or goals in connection 
with the topic. 
 
3.3 CEFR: written interaction 
 
Interaction “involves two or more parties co-constructing a discourse” (CEFR 2018: 81). This 
aspect of writing has already been briefly discussed in chapter 2.4 in relation to the 
differences between speaking and writing. Because of the nature of writing, the CEFR (ibid.) 
mainly focuses on spoken interaction. However, there are a few descriptors concerning 
written interaction on two scales: correspondence and notes, messages and forms (ibid.: 93). 
It is important to note that written interaction can share some similarities with spoken 
language, is generally more tolerant of mistakes and errors, is not as concerned with structure 
and accuracy and usually relies on contextual support (ibid.). The descriptor for overall 
written interaction at the A2 level is as follows: 
• “Can write short, simple formulaic notes relating to matters in areas of immediate 
need” (ibid.). 
 
Correspondence “focuses on an exchange in written form, often of interpersonal nature […]” 
(CEFR 2018: 93). It can be personal or formal in tone and style and thus include emotional 
writing or formulaic expressions (ibid.: 94). At lower levels descriptive writing is often 
included in correspondence, especially in the form of short emails and letters. For example, 
writing a short letter to a friend describing the hotel the learner has been staying at on 
vacation. The descriptors for correspondence at the A2 level are as follows: 
• “Can exchange information by text message, e-mail or in short letters, responding to 
questions the other person had (e.g. about a new product or activity).” 
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• “Can convey personal information of a routine nature, for example in a short email or 
letter introducing him/herself.” 
• “Can write very simple personal letters expressing thanks and apology.” 
• “Can write short, simple notes, emails and text messages (e.g. to send or reply to an 
invitation, to confirm or change an arrangement).” 
• “Can write a short text in a greetings card (e.g. for someone’s birthday or to wish them 
a Happy New Year)” (ibid.). 
 
Notes, messages and forms is a category concerning information transfer (CEFR 2018: 93). 
At lower levels this includes completing forms with personal details, writing notes and taking 
or leaving messages (ibid.: 95). The descriptors for notes, messages and forms at the A2 level 
are as follows: 
• “Can take a short, simple message provided he/she can ask for repetition and 
reformulation.” 
• “Can write short, simple notes and messages relating to matters in areas of immediate 
need.” 
• “Can fill in personal and other details on most everyday forms, e.g. to request a visa or 
visa waiver, to open a bank account, to send a letter recorded delivery, etc.” (ibid.). 
 
3.4 CEFR: mediating a text 
 
If interaction involves both reception and production, mediation often involves all three of 
them (CEFR 2018: 32). “In mediation, the user/learner acts as a social agent who creates 
bridges and helps to construct or convey meaning, sometimes within the same language, 
sometimes from one language to another (cross-linguistic mediation)” (ibid.: 103). Mediation 
activities include mediating a text, mediating concepts and mediating communication (ibid.: 
104). The descriptors for overall mediation in writing at the A2 level are as follows: 
• “Can convey relevant information contained in clearly structured, short, simple, 
informational texts, provided that the texts concern concrete, familiar subjects and are 
formulated in simple everyday language.” 
• “Can convey the main point(s) involved in short, simple conversations or texts on 
everyday subjects of immediate interest provided these are expressed clearly in simple 
language” (ibid.: 105). 
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Due to the nature of this thesis, I want to briefly focus on text mediation in writing. 
 
Mediating a text for others means “passing on to another person the content of a text to which 
they do not have access, often because of linguistic, cultural, semantic or technical barriers”, 
while mediating a text for oneself can include, for example, note-taking (CEFR 2018: 106). 
Text mediation can occur between two different languages, for example translating a text, or 
within the same language, for example transforming the register of a dialogue from informal 
to formal (ibid.: 107). These are some descriptors for text mediation in writing at the A2 
level: 
• relaying specific information in writing: “Can relay in writing (in Language B) 
specific information contained in short simple informational texts (written in 
Language A), provided the texts concern concrete, familiar subjects and are written in 
simple everyday language” (ibid.: 108). 
• processing text in writing: “Can pick out and reproduce key words and phrases or 
short sentences from a short text within the learner’s limited competence and 
experience” (ibid.: 112). 
• translating a written text in writing: “Can use simple language to provide an 
approximate translation from (Language A) into (Language B) of very short texts on 
familiar and everyday themes that contain the highest frequency vocabulary; despite 
errors, the translation remains comprehensible” (ibid.: 114). 
• note-taking: “Can make simple notes at a presentation/demonstration where the 
subject matter is familiar and predictable and the presenter allows for clarification and 
note-taking” (ibid.: 115). 
 
As it can be observed from the descriptors listed above for pragmatic competence, written 
production, written interaction and text mediation, in order to achieve communicative 
competence learners need to be able to handle texts, even at lower levels (Troncarelli 2017: 
3). So, giving students the ability to express themselves through writing should be customary 
from the very beginning of FL teaching and learning (ibid.). Incidentally, all of the descriptors 




4. WRITING ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS 
 
When it comes to writing task implementation and writing material development and 
evaluation, Byrne (1993: 31) indicates that students at lower levels usually posses just a small 
amount of language, which has been mostly acquired orally and through reading. Because of 
this, writing activities at the A2 level should meet the following needs of the learners: “[…] 
reinforcement of material learned orally, variety of activity in the classroom and increased 
contact with the language through work that can be done out of class” (ibid.). 
 
Even though most writing at this level is often controlled and parallel, students should still 
engage in activities that can clearly illustrate the communicative purpose of writing, make 
them think about writing as such and help them understand it (Byrne 1993: 32). For the 
reinforcement of material learned orally, Byrne (ibid.) suggests dialogue writing, which is 
familiar, provides a context for reinforcing the language that has been learned orally and often 
also allows creativity. Writing activities should also start to familiarize learners with language 
typical of the various genres and text types, for example formal and informal letters (ibid.). 
Lastly, teachers should not overlook motivation; through a variety of writing activities in the 
classroom it is possible to not only teach students how to communicate through writing, but 
also how to enjoy it (ibid.). Of course, depending on the needs of the classroom, in the end it 
is up to the teacher and their students to find the right balance between various writing 
activities (ibid.). 
 
4.1 Writing tasks 
 
Writing tasks as well as other tasks are obviously a significant part of not only classroom 
activities, but also coursebooks and tests (CEFR 2001: 157). They can imitate real life and 
focus on the needs of the students outside the classroom or be slightly modified because of 
their pedagogic or testing purposes (ibid.). However, in any case, writing and other tasks 
should aim at developing communicative competence (ibid.). “Classroom tasks, […], are 
communicative to the extent that they require learners to comprehend, negotiate and express 
meaning in order to achieve a communicative goal” (ibid.: 158). In addition, according to the 




Ellis (2003, in Ellis 2010: 35) presents four criteria that an activity must meet in order to be a 
language-teaching task. Ellis (ibid.) states that a language-teaching activity can be considered 
a task if it primarily focuses on meaning, encourages students to choose the most suitable 
linguistic and non-linguistic resources to complete it, leads to real-world language use, and 
has a communicative purpose. Since these criteria can be used with any task, they can also 
apply to writing tasks and influence writing material development and evaluation. 
 
4.2 Developing and evaluating writing materials 
 
Tomlinson (2010: 82) states that language teaching materials should contain four main 
ingredients in order to be considered coherent and principled: theories of language acquisition 
and development, principles of teaching, knowledge of the use of the target language, and the 
results of current material observation and evaluation. He (ibid.: 86) extensively presents ten 
principles of material development and evaluation that are derived from various principles of 
language acquisition and teaching. The following are just some of these principles’ 
characteristics that I consider especially relevant in the context of this MA thesis: authentic 
language, contextualized language input, affective and cognitive engagement, interesting, 
relevant, and enjoyable texts and tasks, feedback opportunities, opportunities to use the target 
language in a range of genres and text types for a range of objectives, localized and 
personalized activities (ibid.: 87-97)… Of course, most of these principles can be applied 
specifically to writing material development and evaluation. 
 
Similarly, it has already been mentioned that Tribble (2010: 164) utilizes Feez’s cycle to 
propose a framework in which writing materials can be developed. The framework definitely 
supports the learner, but also the teacher as he or she develops their writing materials 
according to five stages: building the context, modelling and reconstructing the text, joint 
construction of the text, independent construction of the text, and linking texts (ibid.: 166-
175). This means that in order to develop their students’ FL writing skills teachers should 
have four main objectives in mind when dealing with writing materials: 
• Materials should clearly build the context in which and toward which the students are 
writing, for example by presenting the expectations of readers and genre. 
• Through modelling and reconstructing the text, materials should provide enough 
textual and lexico-grammatical resources for students to rely on. 
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• Materials should guide students in joint or independent text construction. 
• Materials should help students see links between texts, be it in the target genre, in 
related texts, or in contrasting texts (ibid.: 176). 
“In other words, materials should help learners gain the contextual knowledge, language 
system knowledge, and writing process knowledge they require in order to complete a task 
[…]” (ibid.). 
 
5. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 
 
5.1 Research presentation 
 
In this chapter I present the outline of my qualitative research study on the analysis of 
descriptive writing tasks in English and Italian A2 FL coursebooks. 
 
The idea for this MA thesis stems from my experiences with the use of both English and 
Italian FL coursebooks, first as a student and especially later as a teacher. Through teaching 
mainly young adults and adults, but high school students too, I have noticed that there is a 
difference between the majority of writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks and Italian 
FL coursebooks. More often than not, I notice that writing tasks in English FL coursebooks 
are more comprehensive and structured in comparison to those found in Italian FL 
coursebooks. The lack of comprehensiveness often leads to me adapting writing tasks or 
creating new ones when teaching Italian as an FL, while when teaching English this is almost 
never necessary. This is why I think that most writing tasks in Italian coursebooks lack 
structure, are not student-friendly and could also be more varied. 
 
While I absolutely do not want to undermine the role of the teacher in task adaptation and 
material development, I do think that varied, structured and student-friendly writing tasks in 
FL coursebooks facilitate teaching writing and lesson planning. Therefore, the main purpose 
of this MA thesis is to analyse and compare writing tasks in English and Italian FL 
coursebooks in order to spot the differences and similarities between them and provide a 
suggestion for a possible improvement of Italian writing tasks based on those found in 




In order to narrow down my topic I have chosen to focus on coursebooks written for young 
adults and adults at the A2 proficiency level according to the guidelines provided by CEFR. 
The choice of this specific target group stems from my teaching experience up until now, 
since I have gained most of it with this group of students and with the use of coursebooks 
designed specifically for the A2 level. In addition, writing at the A2 level largely revolves 
around producing descriptive texts, so I have decided to compare only descriptive writing 
tasks. 
 
This MA thesis is comparative in nature, as it mainly includes a comparison between 
descriptive writing tasks found in two mainstream English and two Italian A2 FL 
coursebooks. My research study consists of several steps: 
• choosing four suitable coursebooks; 
• analysing two English and two Italian A2 FL coursebooks; 
• finding all descriptive writing tasks in the coursebooks and narrowing them down to 
the most relevant ones; 
• deciding which coursebook chapters/topics to include; 
• comparing the tasks; 
• improving a few of the tasks. 
 
5.2 Research questions and methods 
 
The research questions in this MA thesis are based on my own observations and experiences 
that I have had as a novice teacher while teaching writing to learners of both English and 
Italian as foreign languages: 
1. Are writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks more comprehensive in 
comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks? 
2. Is it possible to improve writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those found 
in English FL coursebooks? 
 
Research question 1 focuses on the comparison between descriptive writing tasks in English 
and Italian A2 FL coursebooks. To answer this research question I have chosen four 
established coursebooks frequently used by and suitable for young adult and adult learners of 
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English and Italian as foreign languages. In addition, I have also previously used all four 
coursebooks in the FL classroom. 
 
For Italian I have decided to analyse Nuovo espresso 2 and Al dente 2. The first one, Nuovo 
espresso 2, has been around since 2002 (the first version) and since 2014 (the updated 
version) and is a popular, commonly used coursebook. On the other hand, Al dente 2 is more 
recent, but well-received. By including them both I wanted to observe not only their 
descriptive writing tasks, but also see if there are any differences, similarities or even 
improvements between the two. 
 
For English I have decided to analyse two student’s books, the third edition of English File 
Elementary and the fourth edition of New Headway Elementary. Both coursebooks are 
renowned and have been used in FL classrooms for almost a decade. I have decided to include 
their descriptive writing tasks in this MA thesis because to my knowledge both coursebooks 
are still widely used for teaching English as an FL to young adults and adults in Slovenia. 
 
Research question 2 focuses on improving descriptive writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks 
according to those present in English FL coursebooks. Of course, research question 2 applies 
only if the answer to research question 1 proves to be affirmative. In addition, research 
question 2 does not aim at discrediting writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks. It mainly aims 
at exploring writing tasks in Italian coursebooks and adopting another approach to descriptive 
writing tasks, in order to make them more structured, student-oriented and also teacher 
friendly. 
 
The four coursebooks offer a wide range of topics and while some are completely different, 
there are quite a few that overlap. Due to the purpose of this thesis I have decided to compare 
descriptive writing tasks found in units that cover the same or very similar topics. Also, 
because the structure of the coursebooks tends to be contrasting, I have decided to include a 
chapter observing the placement of writing tasks within a unit. 
 
Furthermore, I have chosen to focus solely on tasks that directly aim at practising and 
improving written production. For example, some activities such as Figure 2 are not included 
in my comparison because the coursebook, in this case Nuovo espresso 2, does not explicitly 
state whether they are meant to be writing tasks. For instance, in Figure 2 students need to 
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describe their house in detail, but the instructions are not explicit enough. Of course, students 
could use Figure 2 as a prompt for writing, but this task could also be utilized to stimulate 
group discussion or an interview in pairs. 
 
 
Figure 2. A task about house description (Balì and Rizzo 2014: 229) 
 
5.3 Coursebook structure comparison 
 
Nuovo espresso 2 has ten units in total with topics ranging from food and travel to health and 
employment. Each unit contains a page dedicated to grammar explanation and ends with a 
video and a cultural section related to the main topic. The coursebook also includes a few 
scattered pages dedicated to various games, classroom projects, and learner self-assessment. 
At the end there is also a workbook with extra exercises and a few sample tests that focus 
mostly on practising grammar and rarely on vocabulary. Just by observing the table of 
contents it becomes clear that Nuovo espresso 2 does not give any special attention to writing, 
but rather focuses on other areas of FL teaching and learning. In Figure 3, which shows the 
contents of the first unit, it can be seen that the coursebook mainly focuses on communicative 
functions in general, vocabulary and grammar instead of isolating each skill individually. 
 
 
Figure 3. Table of contents: Nuovo espresso 2, Unit 1 (Balì and Rizzo 2014: 2) 
 
As for the position of writing tasks throughout the units, I have not found a consistent pattern. 




On the other hand, Al dente 2 appears to be more structured in this regard. It has eight units 
plus a shorter introductory unit at the very beginning. Each unit contains a few pages 
dedicated to the explanation and practice of grammar, as well as vocabulary and 
pronunciation separately. In addition, there are also video sections related to each unit, 
classroom projects, and learner self-assessment sheets. As for the cultural aspect of FL 
teaching and learning, Al dente 2 provides both unit-related activities and a separate section 
concerning Italian culture. This separate section comes after the units and before the sample 
proficiency tests and additional exercises. It does not follow the topics of the units, but rather 
includes a variety of contents related to art, history, famous people, geography and typical 
products. Then there are a few examples of official exams such as CILS, PLIDA, CELI and 
CERT.IT, which of course include also written production. Lastly, there are four pages of 
additional exercises per unit, which include not only grammar and vocabulary, but also 
reading and listening comprehension, as well as written production. 
 
Compared to Nuovo espresso 2, the table of contents in Al dente 2 is definitely more detailed. 
 
 
Figure 4. Table of contents: Al dente 2, Unit 1 (Birello et al. 2017: 8) 
 




It still includes communicative functions, grammar, and vocabulary, but there are also 
sections dedicated to text types and genres, culture, pronunciation and additional activities. 
Also the position of writing tasks throughout the units appears to be more set. However, even 
though many writing tasks can often be found towards the end of the unit, in some cases they 
can still be noticed elsewhere as they adapt to the unit’s topic. 
 
English File Elementary has twelve units in total, each unit is divided into three related 
sections: A, B and C. After each unit the coursebook alternates between a section dedicated to 
language in use (Practical English) and a section focused on revising grammar, vocabulary, 
pronunciation, reading and listening comprehension, as well as self-assessment (Revise and 
Check). The table of contents is similar to Nuovo espresso 2, as it only focuses on grammar, 
vocabulary and pronunciation. 
 
 
Figure 6. Table of contents: English File Elementary, Unit 1 (Oxenden et al. 2012: 2) 
 
However, as shown in Figure 7, the table of contents also indicates that English File 
Elementary has separate sections with additional materials dedicated to speaking, writing, 
listening, grammar and vocabulary. 
 
 
Figure 7. Table of contents: English File Elementary, additional materials (Oxenden et al. 
2012: 3) 
 
The activities and tasks found in Writing are all related to the units and keep being referred to 
throughout the coursebook. In addition, English File Elementary uses headings in bold in 
every unit to clearly indicate the targeted skills, so the position of writing tasks is almost 
impossible to miss; they are mostly ubicated at the very end of sections B or C. 
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New Headway Elementary also has twelve units and some extra reference materials at the 
end, for example audio transcriptions, grammar, vocabulary, pair work (for speaking 
activities/tasks), and pronunciation. It is important to note that similarly to English File 
Elementary the coursebook contains a section dedicated solely to writing. As shown in Figure 
8, this section even comes with its own table of contents and is located right after the last unit. 
The activities and tasks found in Writing contents are all related to the units and keep being 
referred to throughout the coursebook. In addition, New Headway Elementary also uses 
headings in every unit to indicate the targeted skills, so the position of writing tasks can be 
easily observed; they are mostly located towards the middle of each unit. 
 
 
Figure 8. Table of contents: New Headway Elementary, Writing contents (Soars and Soars 
2011: 103) 
 
As for the main table of contents, New Headway Elementary focuses on grammar, 
vocabulary, communicative functions and the four skills separately. Consequently, writing 
has its own section and the coursebook clearly states which text types and genres can be 





Figure 9. Table of contents: New Headway Elementary, Unit 1 (Soars and Soars 2011: 2) 
 
Figure 10. Table of contents: New Headway Elementary, Unit 1 (Soars and Soars 2011: 3) 
 
5.4 Writing task comparison: topics and unit choice 
 
As stated before, I have decided to compare descriptive writing tasks found in units that cover 
the same or very similar topics. In this chapter I present, analyse and compare descriptive 
writing tasks in three units from each coursebook, so twelve units total. I have chosen three 
topics that are common to all four coursebooks: describing yourself and other people, 
describing a home and its living spaces, and describing a holiday or writing about travel in 
general. Additionally, I have also included a short comparison of descriptive formal and 
informal email writing tasks. 
 
5.4.1 Writing task comparison: describing yourself and other people 
 
The third unit of Nuovo espresso 2 is Un tipo interessante and it mostly deals with describing 
a person’s character. Figure 11 presents the only descriptive writing task in this unit. Students 
are asked to write an email to a friend describing a person that they have just met. Throughout 
the unit students are given more than enough ideas and vocabulary in order to complete this 
task. However, they are given little to no guidance. Prior to this task there are no exemplar 





Figure 11. A writing task about describing a person (Balì and Rizzo 2014: 42) 
 
The first unit of Al dente 2 is Siamo così and it mainly deals with describing objects and 
people. Figure 12 displays its first descriptive writing task, which is about presenting a 
famous person. Students need to choose a famous person and describe him or her without 
revealing who it is. Then, the other students have to guess. Even though the instructions do 
not explicitly state that this is a writing task, I still consider it as such because of the grey 
writing symbol near it. 
 
 
Figure 12. An Italian writing task about presenting a famous person (Birello et al. 2017: 27) 
 
The unit does not contain any previous examples of such a text except aurally, from a 
listening comprehension text right before Figure 12. In this audio track students listen to 
descriptions of famous people and have to guess who they are. However, the coursebook does 
not include an audio transcription of this track, so there are no actual exemplar texts that the 
learners can look back at for guidance. 
 
There is another descriptive writing task in this unit right after Figure 12. Students need to 
write a short text describing their generation and its characteristics, mentality and way of life. 
For this task the coursebook does provide an exemplar text that describes various generations. 
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There are also a few activities and tasks prior to writing that deal with the same topic and 
stimulate ideas and vocabulary. However, it is still up to the learners or to the teacher to 
notice these instances and be able to take advantage of them. 
 
 
Figure 13. A writing task about describing one’s own generation (Birello et al. 2017: 27) 
 
Lastly, I have decided to include also a descriptive writing task that can be found in the video 
section of the first unit. After watching a video and completing a few comprehension tasks 
and vocabulary activities related to it, learners are asked to write a short text describing their 
emotions in various stressful situations. As it can be observed in Figure 14, students are given 
prompts to know which situations to write about. However, similarly to Figure 12, there are 
no actual similar texts in this unit except for the video. 
 
 
Figure 14. A writing task about describing one’s own emotions (Birello et al. 2017: 52) 
 
Stars and Stripes, which is section B of the second unit of English File Elementary, also 
partly deals with presenting and describing people. Figure 15 shows the only descriptive 
writing task in this unit and is very similar to Figure 12. Students need to think of a famous 
person and write a short description of him or her. Then another student has to guess who that 
is. At first glance Figure 15 and Figure 12 seem almost identical. However, Figure 15 is not 
only accompanied by prompts that help students think of a famous person, but also preceded 




Figure 15. An English writing task about presenting a famous person (Oxenden et al. 2012: 
15) 
 
Lastly, New Headway Elementary includes presenting yourself and describing other people in 
its first unit, You and Me. There are two descriptive writing tasks in this unit, one among its 
main pages and the other included in the Writing contents section. Figure 16 displays a clear 
example of a writing framework that helps students create a cohesive and coherent description 
of themselves and their life. It gives learners enough guidance to write a whole text while 
simultaneously allowing them to include their own ideas, change a few prompts (e.g. if they 
do not have a sister or a father) or add something along the same lines (e.g. My brother’s 
name is…, My mother’s a…). 
 
 
Figure 16. A descriptive writing task about presenting yourself (Soars and Soars 2011: 9) 
 
Figure 17 from the Writing contents section and the tasks and activities leading up to it are 
concerned with familiarizing the learners with not only the descriptive text type, but also the 
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blog genre. First, students complete a few activities that stimulate their ideas about blogs and 
blogging. Then, they fill in the gaps in a blog with information about themselves (e.g. 
description of family, school…). This task’s exemplar text allows them to observe and 
understand the structure of a personal blog post and consequently write their own blog entry 
in Figure 17. 
 
 
Figure 17. A descriptive writing task about a blog entry (Soars and Soars 2011: 104) 
 
5.4.2 Writing task comparison: home and living spaces description 
 
The last unit of Nuovo espresso 2 is Casa dolce casa… and it mainly deals with describing a 
person’s home and living spaces. There are no writing tasks in this unit. The only activity in 
this unit that could come close to a descriptive writing task is the aforementioned Figure 2. 
However, as stated before, activities that are not explicitly meant to be writing tasks have not 
been included in this comparison. 
 
Also Case di stile, the second unit of Al dente 2, deals with house and furniture description. 
Figure 18 is a descriptive writing task where students are instructed to describe their 
childhood bedroom. There is a reading comprehension about living in a camper preceding 
Figure 18 that provides some grammar and vocabulary relevant to the writing task. However, 
Figure 18 just tells learners to think about their childhood bedroom and write five things that 
they used to have there. It is not clear whether by writing the authors of the coursebook meant 





Figure 18. A writing task about describing your childhood bedroom (Birello et al. 2017: 43) 
 
There are two more descriptive writing tasks in this unit, almost hidden in the section of the 
coursebook that is dedicated to vocabulary revision. Figure 19 asks students to combine 
opposite adjectives first, and then to think about a place that they like and write a short 
description about it using the same adjectives. On the other hand, Figure 20 provides the 
learners with a picture of the plan of a house and instructs them to describe the distribution of 
the house’s living spaces starting from the entrance. Both Figure 19 and Figure 20 have 
matching exemplar texts scattered throughout the unit that can provide some support to 
complete the two writing tasks. Still, it is up to the students to find them and be able to use 
them to their advantage. 
 
 





Figure 20. A writing task about describing a plan of a house (Birello et al. 2017: 46) 
 
A House With a History, section B of the eighth unit of English File Elementary, also centres 
on home description. Figure 21 is the only descriptive writing task in this unit, but there is 
still a whole page dedicated to home description in the additional Writing section of the 
coursebook. In Figure 21 students need to write a description of their house or flat. Right 
before this descriptive writing task there is a speaking task involving a questionnaire with six 
detailed questions about home description. To complete Figure 21 learners can take a look at 
this questionnaire for guidance. 
 
 
Figure 21. A writing task about describing one’s own house or flat (Oxenden et al. 2012: 63) 
 
The activities and tasks found in part six of the Writing section are all about teaching students 
how to write a complete cohesive and coherent home description text. There are six activities 
and task on this page, ranging from reading comprehension to vocabulary explanation, and 
written production. First, students need to read the description of a flat, and then in Figure 22 
they are asked to number the given information in the order it comes in the description of the 
flat. Only then they can start to focus on written production. Figure 23 displays the last three 
tasks on this page. After observing how to organize the information when it comes to home 
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description, students are instructed to make notes about their house or flat on the topics in 
Figure 22. Finally, they can write the description of their home. The last task in Figure 23 
even encourages learners to self-assess their piece of writing before handing it in and 
discussing their work with others. 
 
 
Figure 22. A task about organizing information in a description (Oxenden et al. 2012: 114)
 
Figure 23. Three writing tasks about describing one’s own house or flat (Oxenden et al. 2012: 
114) 
 
New Headway Elementary includes home description in its fourth unit, Somewhere to Live. 
Even though the main part of this unit has no writing tasks, one is still included in the Writing 
contents section. Similarly to English File, New Headway also dedicates a full page to 
learning how to write a home description. The main difference between the two coursebooks 
is that New Headway Elementary focuses more on grammar and vocabulary, which in this 
case involves the area of linking words. Through matching, completing and writing short 
sentences students practise the meaning and use of linking words such as so, but, and 
because. There is also an exemplar text about home description that the students have to 
complete with the correct linking words. Lastly, as it can be observed in Figure 24, learners 
are asked to write some notes about where they live and then write a description about their 
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home using linking words to join their ideas. Encouraging learners to take notes following a 
specific order while answering the questions creates a supportive and appropriate writing 
framework that can help them produce a cohesive and coherent descriptive text. 
 
 
Figure 24. A writing task about describing one’s own home (Soars and Soars 2011: 107) 
 
5.4.3 Writing task comparison: describing holidays and travelling 
 
The fifth unit of Nuovo espresso 2 is Buon viaggio! and its main topic is holidays and 
travelling habits. Figure 25 is the only descriptive writing task in this unit. Students are asked 
to write an email to a friend describing a vacation they have just been on. Learners need to 
describe the places they have visited and the things they have done and experienced while 
travelling. Throughout the unit students are given many ideas and various vocabulary items in 
order to be able to produce this piece of writing. However, as it has been observed also in 
Figure 11, they are given little to no writing framework. Indeed, prior to this task there are 
two exemplar texts, but they are blog entries, not emails. There are no examples of informal 
emails or any other form of similar writing guidance in this unit. 
 
 





The seventh unit of Al dente 2 is Andata e ritorno and it mainly deals with travelling and 
tourism. There are quite a few descriptive writing tasks in this unit. Figure 26 is a descriptive 
writing task where students are instructed to work in pairs and describe the difference 
between a tourist and a traveller. There is a reading comprehension about this specific topic 
preceding Figure 26 that provides some vocabulary relevant to the completion of the writing 
task. However, similarly to Figure 18, Figure 26 just tells the learners to write three habits 
common for a tourist and three for a traveller. It is not clear whether by writing the authors of 
the coursebook meant producing a short text of six sentences or just a list of six behaviours. 
 
 
Figure 26. A writing task about describing tourists and travellers (Birello et al. 2017: 124) 
 
Another unclear writing task can be observed in Figure 27. Here students are asked to work in 
pairs and organize a weekend trip. The instructions state that the learners need to write the 
destination, the transport, the accommodation and some interesting sights. Still, it is not 
exactly clear whether this activity is intended to be a writing task in the sense of students 
working together to produce a piece of writing or if it is meant to be a project featuring 




Figure 27. An activity about organizing a weekend trip (Birello et al. 2017: 125) 
 
Another activity that is very similar to Figure 27 can be observed in Figure 28, which can be 
found on the page belonging to the unit’s video. According to the grey writing symbol this 
should be a task involving writing. Students need to work in groups and organize two travel 
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plans, one suitable for a traveller and one for a tourist. Also in this case the instructions state 
that the destination, the transport, the accommodation and some interesting sights and 
activities should be included in the two plans. However, similarly to Figure 27, the intentions 
of Figure 28 are unclear. Of course, students could produce a complete piece of writing 
describing the travel plan for both a traveller and a tourist. Still, according to the instructions, 
they could also design a poster including the travel plans in the form of bullet points. 
 
 
Figure 28. An activity about organizing a travel plan (Birello et al. 2017: 154) 
 
Lastly, on the two pages dedicated to the cultural aspect of teaching and learning Italian, the 
seventh unit of Al dente 2 features an article about television travel shows in Italy. The tasks 
in this section include a reading comprehension, a listening comprehension, spoken and also 
written production. Figure 29 shows a task where learners are instructed to write a short 
description about a travel show from their country. In this case students are not only given six 
short exemplar texts from the reading comprehension part of this section, but they can also 









Figure 30. A framework for writing about TV travel shows (Birello et al. 2017: 135) 
 
The Most Dangerous Road…, section A of the tenth unit of English File Elementary, is about 
describing places and tourism. Figure 31 is the only descriptive writing task in this unit. 
Students practise writing by creating an advert for tourists about their own town or city. There 
is a short exemplar text that illustrates the intended style of writing. In addition, the speaking 
activity above it provides learners with ten questions that can be used as guidance for 
producing an appropriate piece of writing. However, it has to be pointed out, that the purpose 
of Figure 31 is not only to practise writing, but also grammar, as the writing task clearly states 
that the students need to write the advert using superlative adjectives. 
 
 
Figure 31. A descriptive writing task about advertising one’s own town (Oxenden et al. 2012: 
77) 
 
New Headway Elementary includes the topics of holidays and travelling in its eleventh unit, 
Going Far. Even though the main part of this unit has no writing tasks, one is still included in 
the Writing contents section. There is a whole page dedicated to observing and practising the 
postcard genre. This page includes various tasks, ranging from grammar and spoken 
production to reading comprehension and vocabulary. Figure 32 is the last activity on this 
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page and it is a descriptive writing task. Students need to write a holiday postcard to a friend. 
Before they start writing, learners are provided with an exemplar text, a postcard belonging to 
the reading comprehension activity. They are also given plenty vocabulary items and through 
the spoken production activities they can brainstorm potential ideas for writing. Lastly, Figure 
32 also includes a writing framework in the form of five topic ideas that the students can 
follow in order to write a coherent and cohesive postcard. 
 
 
Figure 32. An English writing task about describing one’s own holiday (Soars and Soars 
2011: 116) 
 
5.4.4 Writing task comparison: informal and formal email writing tasks 
 
While analysing and comparing the four coursebooks and their descriptive writing activities, I 
have noticed a difference also in the inclusion and presentation of descriptive email writing 
tasks. Formal, but especially informal email or letter writing is extremely common for the A2 
proficiency level. This is a genre that often encompasses a descriptive text type while having 
a strict layout and style. This is why I have decided to include it in my comparison. 
 
In Nuovo espresso 2 there are three descriptive informal email writing tasks. Two have 
already been discussed and can be observed in Figure 11 and Figure 25. Figure 33 follows a 




Figure 33. A writing task about describing how one likes to dress (Balì and Rizzo 2014: 13) 
 
Similarly to Figure 11 and Figure 25, even though students are given enough vocabulary 
throughout the first unit, there are no examples of informal emails or any other form of 
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writing guidance in In giro per negozi. The only example of an informal email can be found 
in the very last unit of Nuovo espresso 2 as part of a reading comprehension activity. 
However, there are no writing tasks related to it. The exact same can be said about the only 
example of a formal email, which can be found in unit eight, though there are no writing tasks 
concerning formal emails in this coursebook. 
 
Al dente 2 has two informal email examples, one is part of a reading comprehension activity, 
and the other is part of a grammar exercise. On the other hand, it is also true that there are no 
descriptive writing tasks asking students to write informal emails. So in reality there is no 
need for exemplar texts and guidance in this area. 
 
English File Elementary has a few activities and tasks found in parts five and seven of the 
Writing section dedicated to teaching and learning informal and formal email writing. These 
activities and tasks include reading comprehension, vocabulary, grammar, and of course 
written production. There are not only exemplar texts for both informal and formal email 
writing, but also clearly displayed common phrases and close attention given to paragraph 
construction, which can be observed in Figure 34 and Figure 35. 
 
 





Figure 35. A descriptive formal email writing task (Oxenden et al. 2012: 115) 
 
Similarly to English File, New Headway also dedicates a few pages to learning how to write 
informal and formal emails, both are included in the coursebook’s Writing contents section. 
These pages include spoken production, reading comprehension, vocabulary, grammar, and of 
course written production. There are not only some exemplar texts of both informal and 
formal emails, but also a few tasks directly concerned with the difference in register, which 
can be observed in Figure 36 and Figure 37. 
 
 
Figure 36. A task about register differences in emails (Soars and Soars 2011: 113)
 




6. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
 
Following the analysis and comparison of the descriptive writing tasks found in two English 
and two Italian A2 FL coursebooks, I believe that both research questions in this MA thesis 
have an affirmative answer: 
1. Are writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks more comprehensive in 
comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks? 
2. Is it possible to improve writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those found 
in English FL coursebooks? 
 
6.1 Discussion of results: first research question 
 
According to the descriptive writing tasks found in Nuovo espresso 2, Al dente 2, English File 
Elementary and New Headway Elementary it can be observed that writing tasks found in 
English FL coursebooks are generally more comprehensive in comparison to those found in 
Italian FL coursebooks. This can be seen especially in the areas of scaffolding, writing frames 
and consequently also coherence and cohesion. 
 
The writing activities and tasks in Italian FL coursebooks belonging to the topic of describing 
yourself and other people mainly lack exemplar texts and consequently provide little to no 
guidance for learners. Exemplar texts are an important link between reading and writing 
because they provide a writing framework. Without exemplar texts students are not provided 
with a clear image of how the text they are supposed to write is constructed (Tribble 2010: 
167). For example, by looking back at Figure 11 and supposing learners have no background 
knowledge of writing informal emails in Italian, it can be suggested that even by being 
provided with enough writing ideas and vocabulary, most students will not be able to 
complete this writing task successfully due to the lack of an exemplar text in Nuovo espresso 
2. In this case, a writing framework and guidance must be provided by the teacher. On the 
other hand, the descriptive writing tasks in English File Elementary and New Headway 





The writing activities and tasks in Italian FL coursebooks belonging to the topic of home and 
living space description are either non-existent or mainly lack clarity and as such also provide 
little to no guidance for learners. For instance, according to the instructions in Figure 18 it is 
unclear whether the coursebook wants learners to produce a short text or just a list of items. 
Furthermore, tasks such as Figure 19 and Figure 20 are promoted mostly as vocabulary 
revision rather than written production with exemplar texts scattered unsystematically 
throughout the unit. 
 
In these cases, the teacher must decide the degree of task implementation and whether to 
focus on vocabulary practice, written production or both. By analysing the descriptive writing 
tasks found in English FL coursebooks, it can be observed that the nature of the task is always 
crystal clear, not just for the teacher but also for the learners. In addition, exemplar texts are 
usually placed right in the proximity of the writing task or the coursebook at least provides a 
reference page, as it can be observed in Figure 21. 
 
The descriptive writing activities and tasks in Italian FL coursebooks belonging to the topic of 
holidays and travelling are mostly a combination of lack of exemplar texts and unclear 
instructions. For example, by looking back at Figure 25 it can be observed that there are no 
examples of informal emails in this unit of Nuovo espresso 2. Again, the writing framework 
and guidance must be provided by the teacher. As for most descriptive writing tasks in this 
unit of Al dente 2, for example in Figures 26 and 27, it is often unclear whether it is expected 
from the students to produce a proper piece of writing, just a list of items or an infographic 
board. 
 
On the other hand, English File Elementary and New Headway Elementary provide exemplar 
texts, enough vocabulary items, ideas and a clear writing framework while also explicitly 
stating the purpose of the tasks. Furthermore, through Figure 32 the students are shown how 
to properly sequence information, because “[…] for a text to have coherence, it needs to have 
some kind of internal logic which the reader can follow […]” (Harmer 2004: 24). In addition, 
this whole page of the Writing contents section is dedicated to observing and practising the 
postcard genre. According to Hyland (2009: 17-18), this clearly shows what needs to be 
learned, helps provide a coherent framework, ensures that the students’ needs are being met, 
opens the way to scaffolding, provides possibilities of variation, promotes critical thinking, 
and raises awareness of texts. 
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I have decided to include informal and formal letters and emails in this comparison especially 
because according to the CEFR (2018: 94), correspondence in written interaction at the A2 
level can be both formal or informal in tone and style with descriptors such as “Can convey 
personal information of a routine nature, for example in a short email or letter introducing 
him/herself” (ibid.). 
 
So, as for the topic of descriptive informal and formal email writing, it is not surprising that 
the main differences between descriptive writing tasks in English and Italian FL coursebooks 
lie in the number of exemplar texts, writing frameworks and attention to cohesion, coherence 
and register. In Nuovo espresso 2 there are only two exemplar text, one is a formal letter and 
the other an informal one while there are three descriptive writing tasks asking students to 
produce an informal letter. However, all three tasks appear to be completely unrelated to the 
exemplar text, which can be found in a different unit. 
 
The lack of exemplar texts goes hand in hand with the lack of writing frameworks while also 
failing to provide the learners with register-appropriate vocabulary. So, throughout the unit 
the students are given enough vocabulary to successfully write the body of a descriptive 
informal letter, but without the teacher’s help or background knowledge in this area they 
would probably not be able to produce an informal letter as a whole. 
 
On the other hand, English File Elementary and New Headway Elementary both include a 
whole section dedicated to teaching and learning informal and formal email writing with not 
only exemplar texts for both, but also close attention given to cohesion, coherence and genre, 
which not only determines the register, but also the choice of topic vocabulary and the tone of 
a piece of writing (Harmer 2004: 26). 
 
6.2 Discussion of results: second research question 
 
The comprehensiveness of the descriptive writing tasks found in English File Elementary and 
New Headway Elementary in comparison to those found in Nuovo espresso 2 and Al dente 2 
suggests that it is possible to improve writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those 
found in English FL coursebooks. According to the discussion of results for the first research 
question of this MA thesis, improvements could be made especially in the areas of 
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scaffolding, writing frames and consequently also coherence and cohesion as well as by 
providing more exemplar texts and clearer instructions for learners and teachers. 
 
In order to discuss the results of the second research question I have decided to include a 
personalized writing task for each writing topic included in this thesis. However, it has to be 
made clear that my intention is not to rewrite the unit as a whole, so I will not be creating 
exemplar texts or rearranging the order of the tasks. This part of the MA thesis mainly aims at 
making the already existing descriptive writing tasks in Italian FL more comprehensive, 
student- and also teacher-friendly. 
 
For instance, on the topic of describing yourself and other people I would slightly improve the 
descriptive writing task in Figure 11 by adding a simple chart that includes common phrases 
about the introduction and conclusion to informal emails. According to the theories of 
scaffolding and writing frameworks the chart represented in Figure 38 could provide the 
students with enough support to not only produce a coherent piece of writing (introduction, 
body, conclusion) but also encourage them to use register-appropriate email phrases. 
 
Figure 38. A possible improvement of Figure 11 
 
On the topic of home and living spaces I would add a writing task to the last unit of Nuovo 
espresso 2. For example, I would transform activities such as Figure 2, which are not 
explicitly meant to be writing tasks and use them as a prompt for writing. Figure 39 would 
explicitly be a writing task including questions that the learners can use to gather ideas and 




Figure 39. A possible improvement of Figure 2 
 
On the topic of holidays and travelling a possible improvement could be a combination of 
Figure 25, Figure 27, and Figure 28. Learners could be asked to write an informal email to a 
group of Italian friends suggesting a weekend trip to Slovenia. Figure 40 is my example of a 
controlled descriptive writing task, which guides students through form, structure and content 
while also allowing them to be creative. However, it needs to be pointed out that Figure 40 is 
aimed at learners from a specific geographical area. Still, it could be adjusted according to 
other cultures and places. 
 
 




Since it has been observed that Nuovo espresso 2 and Al dente 2 lack especially formal, but 
also informal email exemplar texts as well as writing tasks, this MA thesis includes also a 
possible improvement on this topic. Figure 41 is a formal email writing task based on those 
found in English File Elementary and New Headway Elementary. This task was originally 
created as an addition to the seventh unit of Nuovo espresso 2, which mainly discusses health, 
illness, physical activity and the human body. In Figure 41 learners are instructed to write two 
emails, a question to a GP and their response. 
 
This writing task includes describing a health problem, scheduling a doctor’s appointment and 
asking for as well as giving advice. All the necessary vocabulary and grammar, for example 
body parts and the imperative for giving advice, can already be found in unit seven. Figure 41 
includes common phrases about the introduction and conclusion to formal emails, provides 
students with enough support to produce a coherent piece of writing and encourages them to 
use register-appropriate email phrases. 
 
 






The theoretical part of this thesis explored writing in general and also in the context of FL 
learning and teaching, delving into genre, register, text types, cohesion and coherence. An 
essential part of teaching and learning the writing skill turned out to be also the notion of 
scaffolding and writing frames, as well as the process of writing, and writing tasks and 
materials. 
 
The empirical part of this thesis consisted of a qualitative research, which through comparing 
and analysing the descriptive writing tasks found in Nuovo espresso 2, Al dente 2, English 
File Elementary and New Headway Elementary affirmatively answered both research 
questions: are writing tasks found in English FL coursebooks more comprehensive in 
comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks? And if yes, is it possible to improve 
writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks based on those found in English FL coursebooks? The 
descriptive writing tasks included in the analysis were selected according to four topics 
common to each coursebook: describing yourself and other people, describing a home and its 
living spaces, describing a holiday, or writing about travel in general, as well as descriptive 
formal and informal email writing. In addition, the empirical part included some possible 
examples of improved Italian descriptive writing tasks based on the results of this research. 
 
To conclude, there definitely is a difference between descriptive writing tasks in English FL 
coursebooks and Italian FL coursebooks. Descriptive writing tasks found in English FL 
coursebooks are more comprehensive in comparison to those found in Italian FL coursebooks 
and it has been shown that it is possible to improve writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks 
based on those found in English FL coursebooks making them more teacher- and student-
friendly. 
 
Writing will probably remain a skill that many foreign language students and teachers are 
averse to and when teaching writing in Italian and making use of the currently available 
Italian FL coursebooks, writing tasks will often need to be adapted or created from scratch. 
 
Nonetheless, the aim of this MA thesis was neither to negatively evaluate Italian FL 
coursebooks nor to undermine the role of the teacher in task adaptation and material 
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development. Implementing comprehensiveness and a variety of structured and student-
friendly writing tasks in Italian FL coursebooks especially by taking into consideration the 
areas of scaffolding, writing frames and consequently also coherence and cohesion could 
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Questa tesi di laurea magistrale si concentra sul confronto tra compiti descrittivi di 
produzione scritta in libri di testo di inglese e italiano come lingue straniere a livello A2 
secondo il Quadro comune europeo di riferimento per la conoscenza delle lingue (QCER). 
Il quadro teorico di questa tesi esamina lo scrivere in generale e anche nel contesto 
dell’apprendimento e dell’insegnamento di LS, prendendo in considerazione il genere, la 
coesione e la coerenza, il registro, le somiglianze e le differenze tra la produzione scritta, la 
produzione orale e la comprensione scritta. Vengono esplorati a fondo anche la motivazione, 
lo scaffolding e le scalette, così come anche il processo di scrittura, la verifica e la valutazione 
dei testi scritti, i tipi di testi e i compiti ovvero i materiali di produzione scritta. Il tutto viene 
poi collegato ai descrittori del QCER a livello A2. 
In primis, si sottolinea che la produzione scritta non è un’attività naturale, l’alfabetizzazione 
deve essere imparata e le persone acquisiscono l’abilità di scrittura in misura diversa nel corso 
della loro vita. Inoltre, si specifica che lo scrivere implica sempre tre elementi principali: un 
testo, un lettore e uno scopo. È comunque necessario tener conto delle differenze principali tra 
la produzione scritta in L1 e L2/LS. Infatti, dipende in gran parte dal livello di 
alfabetizzazione e dalla predisposizione alla scrittura di uno studente se sarà in grado di 
trasferire le proprie abilità dalla L1 alla L2/LS. 
Nel contesto dell’apprendimento e dell’insegnamento di LS vengono presi in considerazione 
il genere, la coesione, la coerenza e il registro. Specialmente il concetto di genere fa spesso 
parte dell’insegnamento delle lingue straniere. Ci sono infatti molti vantaggi 
dell’insegnamento della produzione scritta basati sul genere: i generi mostrano chiaramente 
ciò che deve essere appreso, forniscono un quadro coerente, garantiscono che i bisogni degli 
studenti siano soddisfatti, permettono lo scaffolding, offrono possibilità di modifica, 
promuovono il pensiero critico e aumentano la consapevolezza dei testi (Hyland 2009: 17-
18). La coesione permette agli scrittori di creare un testo unito tramite una varietà di tecniche 
linguistiche; per essere coerenti si deve invece prestare attenzione alla sequenza delle 
informazioni. Ovviamente si possono adottare registri diversi nello stesso genere, ma il più 
delle volte il genere determina non solo il registro, ma anche la scelta del lessico 
dell’argomento trattato e il tono di un testo scritto (Harmer 2004: 26). 
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Nella parte teorica di questa tesi di laurea magistrale è incluso anche un confronto tra la 
produzione scritta e la produzione orale. Scrivere e parlare sono entrambe abilità produttive. 
Si spiegano quindi più dettagliatamente sei aree relative alle differenze tra la produzione 
scritta e orale: tempo e spazio, partecipanti, processo, organizzazione e linguaggio, segni e 
simboli e la versione finale di un testo (Harmer 2004: 7-11). 
Inoltre, viene esplorata anche la correlazione tra la produzione scritta e la comprensione 
scritta. Questo perché tra tutte le abilità linguistiche la produzione scritta dipende soprattutto 
dalla comprensione scritta. La scrittura e la lettura sono strettamente intrecciate perché un 
input testuale può offrire una varietà di modelli di lingua, esempi di usi comunicativi, generi e 
tipi di testi, nonché variabili sociolinguistiche e pragmatiche; un testo scritto può anche 
trasmettere informazioni e stimolare la discussione, la riflessione e l’esercitazione come anche 
la consapevolezza metalinguistica e metaculturale (Diadori et al. 2015: 295). Infatti, la lettura 
di un testo è spesso la base per la produzione linguistica (ibid.). 
Esplorata in breve è anche l’importanza della motivazione. Gli studenti reagiscono 
diversamente allo scrivere: i compiti di produzione scritta gli possono piacere o meno, 
possono provare sentimenti diversi durante la scrittura, avere convinzioni contrastanti sulle 
loro capacità di produzione scritta, avere opinioni positive o negative sul valore dello scrivere 
e avere obiettivi personali completamente diversi riguardanti la produzione dei testi (Abdel 
Latif 2019: 1). 
Questa tesi di laura sottolinea anche la validità dello scaffolding nell’insegnamento delle 
lingue straniere. Gli insegnanti di solito usano lo scaffolding quando vogliono fornire 
supporto durante l’introduzione di una nuova abilità linguistica; questo supporto poi 
diminuisce gradualmente con l’acquisizione dell’abilità (Hyland 2009: 118). Le scalette sono 
una parte importante dello scaffolding perché “consistono di schemi che possono essere usati 
per supportare la produzione scritta dello studente delineando una sequenza di legami coesi a 
cui lo scrittore fissa il proprio contenuto” (ibid.: 119). 
In questa tesi vengono esplorati anche i due principali processi di scrittura: Blackmore-
Squires (2010, in Javadi-Safa 2018: 18) spiega che la scrittura orientata al prodotto si 
concentra principalmente sul testo finale e sulla sua valutazione, mentre la scrittura orientata 
al processo si concentra principalmente sul modo in cui viene realizzato il testo finale e sullo 
sviluppo delle abilità necessarie per realizzarlo. Tuttavia, va precisato che i due approcci non 
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si escludono a vicenda perché possono spesso sovrapposi in alcune aree. Alla fine, spetta 
all’insegnante trovare il giusto equilibrio, considerare ogni aspetto dei due principali processi 
di scrittura e decidere come e quanto saranno di beneficio agli studenti. 
Nella parte riguardante la verifica e la valutazione viene esplorato in particolare il ruolo 
dell’insegnante. Si specifica che il feedback positivo e/o negativo dovrebbe servire da 
motivazione per un ulteriore miglioramento, gli studenti devono capire i propri errori e sbagli 
e sapere come correggerli (Harmer 2004: 109). 
Questa tesi include anche un capitolo dedicato ai tipi di testi. Nella glottodidattica la più 
comune classificazione dei tipi testuali oltre secondo il genere è secondo il loro scopo 
comunicativo (Diadori et al. 2015: 220). In questa classificazione Dardano et al. (1985, in 
Garajová 2014: 106-107) presentano i cinque scopi principali della produzione scritta: 
raccontare una storia, descrivere qualcosa o qualcuno, sostenere una tesi, fornire notizie e 
imporre obblighi e divieti. Questi scopi corrispondono a cinque tipi di testo: narrativo, 
descrittivo, argomentativo, informativo e regolativo (ibid.). Siccome questa tesi di laurea 
magistrale si concentra sul confronto tra compiti descrittivi, il tipo di testo descrittivo viene 
esplorato in modo più dettagliato. Lo scopo principale dei testi descrittivi è descrivere 
persone, oggetti, luoghi, ma anche azioni, sentimenti e sensazioni (Garajová 2014: 108). A 
causa delle sue caratteristiche, il tipo di testo descrittivo è generalmente appropriato e quindi 
spesso presente ai livelli inferiori di conoscenza linguistica nell’insegnamento di LS. 
Tutti questi aspetti della produzione scritta vengono poi collegati ai descrittori a livello A2 
secondo il QCER. A causa della struttura di questa tesi è stato necessario presentare in breve 
la competenza pragmatica prima di concentrarsi sul livello A2 e sui suoi descrittori per la 
produzione scritta. Si espongono pertanto i descrittori per la flessibilità, lo sviluppo tematico, 
la coerenza, la coesione e la precisione nell’enunciazione. Questa tesi di laurea elenca poi i 
descrittori a livello A2 in particolare riguardanti la produzione scritta, l’interazione scritta e la 
mediazione testuale, prestando specialmente attenzione a quelli legati al tipo di testo 
descrittivo. 
Anche i compiti e i materiali di produzione scritta vengono esplorati a fondo. Quando si tratta 
di implementare i compiti di produzione scritta e sviluppare e valutare questo tipo di materiale 
didattico, Byrne (1993: 31) specifica che gli studenti ai livelli inferiori secondo il QCER di 
solito possiedono solo una piccola quantità di lessico che è stata per lo più acquisita oralmente 
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e attraverso la lettura. Per questo motivo i compiti di produzione scritta a livello A2 
dovrebbero soddisfare le seguenti esigenze degli studenti: “[...] rinforzo del materiale appreso 
oralmente, varietà di attività in classe e maggiore contatto con la lingua attraverso il lavoro 
che può essere svolto fuori dalla classe” (ibid.). 
La parte empirica di questa tesi consiste in una ricerca qualitativa: l’analisi dei compiti 
descrittivi di produzione scritta in libri di testo di inglese e italiano come LS a livello A2. 
L’idea per la parte empirica di questa tesi di laurea magistrale nasce dalle mie esperienze con 
l’uso di libri di testo di LS sia in inglese che in italiano, prima come studente e soprattutto 
successivamente come insegnante. Insegnando principalmente a giovani adulti e adulti, ma 
anche agli studenti delle scuole superiori, ho notato che c’è una differenza tra la maggior parte 
dei compiti di produzione scritta in libri di testo di inglese e in quelli di italiano come LS. Il 
più delle volte noto che i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di inglese sono più 
completi e strutturati rispetto a quelli che si possono trovare nei libri di testo di italiano. 
Questa mancanza di completezza mi porta spesso ad adattare i compiti di produzione scritta o 
a crearne di nuovi quando insegno l’italiano come LS, mentre quando insegno l’inglese come 
LS questo non è quasi mai necessario. Questo è il motivo per cui penso che la maggior parte 
dei compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano sia sprovvista di struttura, non sia 
incentrata sugli studenti e non sia abbastanza varia. 
Anche se non voglio assolutamente sminuire il ruolo dell’insegnante nell’adattamento dei 
compiti e nello sviluppo dei materiali didattici, penso che i compiti di produzione scritta 
strutturati, incentrati sugli studenti e abbastanza vari nei libri di testo di LS possano facilitare 
l’insegnamento della produzione scritta e la pianificazione delle lezioni. Pertanto, lo scopo 
principale di questa tesi di laurea magistrale è analizzare e confrontare i compiti di produzione 
scritta in libri di testo di inglese e italiano come LS al fine di individuare le differenze e le 
somiglianze tra di loro e fornire un suggerimento per un possibile miglioramento dei compiti 
di produzione scritta in italiano sulla base di quelli in inglese. 
Per delimitare questo argomento ho scelto di concentrarmi sui libri di testo per giovani adulti 
e adulti a livello A2 secondo il QCER. La scelta di questo specifico gruppo di riferimento 
nasce dalla mia esperienza come insegnante fino ad ora, in quanto ne ho fatta la maggior parte 
con questo gruppo di studenti e con l’utilizzo di libri di testo studiati appositamente per il 
livello A2. Inoltre, la produzione scritta a livello A2 si basa principalmente sulla produzione 
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dei testi descrittivi, quindi in questa tesi si analizzano e confrontano soltanto compiti 
descrittivi. 
Questa tesi di laurea magistrale è quindi un’analisi comparativa, in quanto include 
principalmente un confronto tra compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta presenti in due libri 
di testo di inglese e due di italiano come LS a livello A2. La mia ricerca qualitativa consiste di 
diversi passaggi: 
• scegliere quattro libri di testo; 
• analizzare due libri di testo di inglese e due di italiano come LS a livello A2; 
• trovare tutti i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta nei libri di testo e scegliere quelli più 
rilevanti; 
• decidere quali capitoli o argomenti dei libri di testo includere; 
• confrontare i compiti; 
• migliorare alcuni dei compiti in italiano sulla base di quelli in inglese. 
Le domande di ricerca di questa tesi di laurea magistrale si basano sulle osservazioni e sulle 
esperienze che ho fatto come insegnante alle prime armi mentre insegnavo a scrivere agli 
studenti di inglese e italiano come LS: 
1. I compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di inglese come LS sono più completi 
rispetto a quelli presenti nei libri di testo di italiano come LS? 
2. È possibile migliorare i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS 
sulla base di quelli presenti nei libri di testo di inglese come LS? 
La prima domanda di ricerca si concentra sul confronto tra i compiti di produzione scritta in 
libri di testo di inglese e italiano come LS a livello A2. Per rispondere a questa domanda di 
ricerca ho scelto quattro libri di testo eminenti, usati frequentemente e adatti ai giovani adulti 
e adulti. Inoltre, ho già usato in classe in precedenza tutti e quattro i libri di testo. 
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Per la lingua italiana ho deciso di analizzare Nuovo espresso 2 e Al dente 2. Il primo libro di 
testo, Nuovo espresso 2, è in circolazione dal 2002 (la prima versione) e dal 2014 (la versione 
aggiornata) ed è un libro di testo molto diffuso e rinomato. Al dente 2, invece, è più recente, 
ma ben accolto. Includendoli entrambi, ho voluto osservare non solo i loro compiti descrittivi 
di produzione scritta, ma anche vedere se ci sono delle differenze, somiglianze o persino 
miglioramenti tra i due. 
Per la lingua inglese ho deciso di analizzare due libri dello studente, la terza edizione di 
English File Elementary e la quarta edizione di New Headway Elementary. Entrambi i libri di 
testo sono molto conosciuti e vengono utilizzati nelle classi di LS da quasi un decennio. Ho 
deciso di includere i loro compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in questa tesi di laurea 
magistrale perché entrambi i libri di testo sono ancora ampiamente utilizzati in Slovenia per 
insegnare l’inglese come LS ai giovani adulti e adulti. 
La seconda domanda di ricerca si concentra sul miglioramento dei compiti di produzione 
scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS sulla base dei compiti che si possono trovare nei 
libri di testo di inglese come LS. Naturalmente, la seconda domanda di ricerca si applica solo 
con una risposta affermativa alla prima domanda di ricerca. Inoltre, la seconda domanda di 
ricerca non vuole screditare in alcun modo i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di 
italiano come LS. Principalmente si tratta soltanto di esplorarli e di adottare un altro 
approccio ai compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta, con lo scopo di renderli possibilmente 
più completi e accessibili agli studenti come anche agli insegnanti. 
Nuovo espresso 2, Al dente 2, English File Elementary e New Headway Elementary offrono 
un’ampia gamma di argomenti e sebbene alcuni siano completamente diversi, ce ne sono 
molti che si sovrappongono. A causa dell’argomento trattato in questa tesi di laurea ho deciso 
di confrontare i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta presenti nelle unità che trattano 
argomenti uguali o molto simili. Inoltre, poiché la struttura dei libri di testo tende ad essere 
diversa, nella tesi è incluso anche un capitolo che osserva la posizione dei compiti di 
produzione scritta all’interno delle unità di ogni libro. 
Quindi, questa tesi presenta, confronta e analizza i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in 
tre unità di ogni libro di testo, quindi dodici unità in tutto. Ho scelto tre argomenti comuni a 
tutti e quattro i libri di testo: descrivere sé stessi e altre persone, descrivere una casa e le sue 
stanze, e descrivere una vacanza o i viaggi in generale. Inoltre, nella tesi è incluso anche un 
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breve confronto tra i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta riguardanti le e-mail formali e 
informali. 
Il confronto e l’analisi di questi compiti mostrano che entrambe le domande di ricerca di 
questa tesi di laurea hanno una risposta affermativa: 
1. I compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di inglese come LS sono più completi 
rispetto a quelli presenti nei libri di testo di italiano come LS? 
2. È possibile migliorare i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS 
sulla base di quelli presenti nei libri di testo di inglese come LS? 
Secondo i compiti presenti in Nuovo espresso 2, Al dente 2, English File Elementary e New 
Headway Elementary, può essere osservato che i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta 
presenti nei libri di testo di inglese come LS sono generalmente più completi rispetto a quelli 
presenti nei libri di testo di italiano come LS. Ciò si nota soprattutto nelle aree dello 
scaffolding, delle scalette e di conseguenza anche nelle aree della coesione e della coerenza. 
Nelle attività e nei compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS 
appartenenti all’argomento della descrizione di sé stessi e di altre persone mancano 
principalmente i testi modello e di conseguenza è fornita poca o nessuna guida agli studenti. I 
testi modello rappresentano un collegamento importante tra la comprensione e la produzione 
scritta perché offrono un quadro di appoggio. Senza i testi modello, gli studenti non ricevono 
un’immagine chiara di come bisognerebbe essere costruito il testo che devono scrivere 
(Tribble 2010: 167). 
D’altra parte, i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in English File Elementary e New 
Headway Elementary sono sempre preceduti da almeno un testo modello e offrono agli 
studenti una scaletta molto chiara. 
Le attività e i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS appartenenti 
all’argomento della descrizione della casa e delle stanze sono quasi inesistenti o con istruzioni 
poco chiare e come tali offrono poca o nessuna guida agli studenti. Ad esempio, secondo le 
istruzioni di alcuni compiti non è ben chiaro se il libro di testo voglia che gli studenti 
producano un breve testo scritto o solo un elenco di parole. Inoltre, alcuni compiti sono 
principalmente creati come revisione del lessico piuttosto che come produzione scritta con 
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testi modello sparsi in modo non sistematico in tutta l’unità. In questi casi, l’insegnante deve 
decidere il grado di implementazione del compito e se concentrarsi sul lessico, sulla 
produzione scritta o su entrambi. 
Confrontando e analizzando i compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta presenti nei libri di 
testo di inglese come LS, si può osservare che lo scopo del compito è sempre chiarissimo, non 
solo per l’insegnante ma anche per gli studenti. Inoltre, i testi modello possono essere quasi 
sempre trovati in prossimità del compito di produzione scritta o il libro di testo indica almeno 
una pagina di riferimento. 
Le attività e i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo di italiano come LS relativi 
all’argomento delle vacanze e dei viaggi sono per lo più una combinazione di mancanza di 
testi modello e istruzioni poco chiare. Ad esempio, è da notare specialmente la mancanza 
delle e-mail informali in Nuovo espresso 2. Anche in questo caso l’insegnante deve quindi 
provvedere al modello, alla scaletta e fare da guida. Per quanto riguarda la maggior parte dei 
compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in Al dente 2, spesso non è ben chiaro se gli studenti 
devono produrre un testo scritto, solo un elenco di parole o un’infografica. 
D’altro canto, English File Elementary e New Headway Elementary sono dotati di testi 
modello, lessico sufficiente, idee stimolanti e scalette molto chiare, esprimendo così 
chiaramente lo scopo dei compiti. Inoltre, agli studenti viene mostrato come sequenziare 
correttamente le informazioni, perché “[...] affinché un testo abbia coerenza, deve avere una 
sorta di logica interna che il lettore può seguire [...]” (Harmer 2004: 24). Secondo Hyland 
(2009: 17-18) questo mostra chiaramente ciò che deve essere imparato, aiuta a fornire un 
quadro coerente, garantisce che i bisogni degli studenti siano soddisfatti, permette lo 
scaffolding, offre possibilità di modifica, promuove il pensiero critico e aumenta la 
consapevolezza dei testi. 
Le lettere e le e-mail informali e formali sono state incluse in questo confronto soprattutto 
perché secondo il QCER (2018: 94) la corrispondenza nell’interazione scritta a livello A2 può 
essere sia formale che informale nel tono e nello stile con descrittori come “È in grado di 
trasmettere informazioni personali di natura ordinaria, ad esempio in una breve e-mail o in 
una lettera di presentazione di se stesso/a” (ibid.). Quindi, per quanto riguarda l’argomento 
della produzione scritta descrittiva informale e formale, non sorprende che le principali 
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differenze tra i compiti nei libri di testo di italiano e di inglese come LS siano nel numero di 
testi modello, nelle scalette e nell’attenzione data alla coesione, alla coerenza e al registro. 
In Nuovo espresso 2 ci sono solo due testi modello che riguardano questo argomento, uno è 
una lettera formale e l’altro una lettera informale, mentre ci sono tre compiti descrittivi di 
produzione scritta che chiedono agli studenti di produrre una lettera informale. Tuttavia, tutti 
e tre i compiti sembrano essere completamente separati dal testo modello, che si trova in 
un’altra unità. La mancanza di testi modello va di pari passo con la mancanza di scalette e il 
libro di testo non riesce neanche a fornire agli studenti un lessico appropriato al registro. 
Quindi, queste unità danno agli studenti lessico sufficiente per scrivere con successo il corpo 
di una lettera descrittiva informale, ma senza l’aiuto dell’insegnante o senza una conoscenza 
di base probabilmente gli studenti non sarebbero in grado di produrre una lettera informale 
completa in tutti i suoi aspetti. 
D’altra parte, English File Elementary e New Headway Elementary includono entrambi 
un’intera sezione dedicata all’insegnamento e all’apprendimento della produzione scritta delle 
e-mail informali e formali includendo entrambi non solo testi modello, ma anche dando molta 
attenzione alla coesione, alla coerenza e al genere che non solo determina il registro, ma 
anche la scelta del lessico e il tono di un testo scritto (Harmer 2004: 26). 
La completezza dei compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta presenti in English File 
Elementary e New Headway Elementary rispetto a quelli presenti in Nuovo espresso 2 e Al 
dente 2 suggerisce che è possibile migliorare i compiti di produzione scritta nei libri di testo 
di italiano come LS basandosi su quelli presenti nei libri di testo di inglese come LS. Secondo 
la risposta alla prima domanda di ricerca di questa tesi di laurea magistrale, potrebbero quindi 
essere apportati dei miglioramenti soprattutto nelle aree dello scaffolding, delle scalette e di 
conseguenza anche nelle aree della coesione e della coerenza, oltre a fornire più testi modello 
e istruzioni più chiare a entrambi, studenti e insegnanti. 
Per affrontare la risposta alla seconda domanda di ricerca la parte empirica di questa tesi di 
laurea include alcuni esempi di compiti descrittivi di produzione scritta in italiano creati sulla 
base dei risultati ottenuti. Per ogni argomento incluso in questo confronto e in quest’analisi 
viene proposto un esempio di un compito descrittivo di produzione scritta modificato: 
descrivere se stessi e altre persone, descrivere una casa e le sue stanze, descrivere una vacanza 
o i viaggi in generale e scrivere un’e-mail formale o informale. Tuttavia, deve essere 
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sottolineato che l’intenzione di questa parte della tesi non era quella di riscrivere un’intera 
unità, quindi non sono stati creati nuovi testi modello e l’ordine dei compiti non è stato 
riorganizzato. Questa parte finale mira principalmente a rendere i compiti già esistenti nei 
libri di testo italiani più completi e vari, favorevoli agli studenti e anche agli insegnanti. 
Per concludere, la produzione scritta rimarrà probabilmente un’area non molto apprezzata da 
alcuni studenti e anche da alcuni insegnanti di LS e mentre si insegna a scrivere in italiano 
facendo uso dei libri di testo di italiano come LS attualmente disponibili, i compiti di 
produzione scritta dovranno spesso essere modificati o creati da zero. 
Tuttavia, lo scopo di questa tesi di laurea magistrale non era né di valutare negativamente i 
libri di testo di italiano come LS né di sminuire il ruolo dell'insegnante nell'adattamento dei 
compiti e nello sviluppo dei materiali didattici. Implementare dei compiti di produzione 
scritta più completi, strutturati, vari e favorevoli agli studenti nei libri di testo di italiano come 
LS, in particolare prendendo in considerazione le aree dello scaffolding, delle scalette e di 
conseguenza anche della coerenza e della coesione, potrebbe semplicemente facilitare 
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